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Given this information, the difference between the AWAP indices and the Claverhouse data
should not be a cause for concern.

There is a slight statistical difference between the Claverhouse data and the AWAP indices for the
reasons for the case delays, but again, the difference should not be cause for concern and can be
attributed to consumers interpretation of the categories. Table 7 shows the comparison between the
Claverhouse survey and the AWAP indices.

Table 7

Reasons for Delays in Decisions
Comparison between Claverhouse Survey and AWAP Indices 2006

Reasons for Delays Claverhouse AWAP

Percentage Percentage
(Number) (Number)

Decision delayed beyond 40 days because of 4.5% 0.0%

customer failure to submit information in a timely '(4) ('0)

manner.

Decision delayed beyond 40 days because

customer had made no attempt to seek redress 6.8% 0.0%

directly from warrantor. (6) (0)]

Decision delayed beyond 40 days for any other 88.6% 100.0%

reason. (78) (155)

Total cases delayed beyond 40 days. 10(2'55))% 1?{)58);/0

Consumer Attitudes Toward the AWAP’s Informal Dispute Settlement Procedures

At the beginning of the questionnaire, respondents were asked how they had learned about the

Automobile Warranty Arbitration Program. The responses are summarized in Table 8.
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Table 8
How Consumers Learned about AWAP Availability
Claverhouse Survey

Sources of Information Number [ Percent
Owner’s manual/warranty information 139 39.3%
Dealership 89 25.1%
Automaker Customer Complaints/Toll-free number 83 23.4%
Brochures/other literature 11 3.1%
Attorney or other legal source 11 3.2%
Friends and family 9 2.5%
Previous knowledge of the program 9 2.5%
Media - TV, radio, newspapers 3 0.8%
Total 354 100.0%%

The owner’s manual was the leading source of information about the program (39.3 percent),
followed by the dealership (25.1 percent), and customer complaints/toll-free number (23.4
percent). Those who reported that they had learned about the program through the dealership or
the automaker were asked additional questions about the means in which they were informed of
the program.

Most said that the dealer or manufacturer talked with them about the program (49.7 percent),
followed by 34.7 percent who reported receiving something to read about the program. A small
percentage reported that they saw a poster or other display at the dealer (3.6 percent) and 11.9
percent said they learned about the program from the dealer or manufacturer in other ways.

Survey respondents were also asked about the materials and forms they received from the AWAP.
Close to all, 94.9 percent, recalled receiving the materials. Of those who said they recalled
receiving the materials, 68.7 percent reported the informational materials were “very clear and
easy to understand,” 29.4 percent said the materials were “a little difficult, but still fairly easy to
understand;” 1.9 percent said that the materials were “difficult or very difficult to understand.”

When asked about the complaint forms, 70.2 percent said they were “very clear and easy to
understand™; 27.9 percent said “a little difficult but still fairly easy to understand”; and 1.9 percent
said they were “difficult or very difficult to understand”.

Ease of understanding the materials, both the informational materials and the complaint forms, is
correlated with the type of case. For those with mediated cases, 83.3 percent said that the
complaint forms were “very clear and easy to understand” compared to 67.3 percent of those
whose case was arbitrated.

Those with mediated cases also found the informational materials easier to understand with 82.0
percent indicating that they found the informational materials “very clear and easy to understand”
compared to 65.5 percent of those whose cases were arbitrated. (see Figure 3)

%8 Respondents could indicate more than one source. The percentages are based on number of responses
(354) not the number of respondents (341).
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At the end of the questionnaire, respondents were then asked to rate their satisfaction with the
AWAP staff in three areas — objectivity and fairness, promptness, and effort — by using a five-
point scale, ranging from very satisfied to very dissatisfied. Respondents were also asked to give
the program an overall satisfaction rating. Table 9 shows these results.

Table 9
Survey Respondents’ Ratings of AWAP Staff
Claverhouse Survey

Performance Item Level of Satisfaction

Some-

Some-
Very what Very
satisfied | What | Neutral | pic | pigsatisfied

satisfied
Objectivity and fairness 26.4% 8.1% 11.4% | 11.4% 42.6%
Promptness in handling your
complaint during the process 32.6% 225% | 20.3% | 9.8% 14.8%
Efforts to assist you in resolving
your complaint 23.9% 10.7% | 15.0% | 11.6% 38.8%
Overall rating of the program 24.3% 11.2% | 11.5% | 11.2% 41.7%

Of the three areas, users of the program gave the highest satisfaction rating in the area of
promptness, with 55.1 percent saying that they were either very or somewhat satisfied. The lowest
satisfaction rating was in the area of objectivity, with only 34.5 percent reporting some level of
satisfaction. Respondents felt nearly the same when it came to rating effort with only 34.6 percent
saying they were satisfied to some degree with this area of the program.

When asked to give an overall satisfaction rating, 35.5 percent gave a satisfied rating (with 24.3
percent saying they were very satisfied). Over half, 52.9 percent said that they were dissatisfied to
some degree with the program with 41.7 percent saying they were very dissatisfied (11.5 percent
indicated they were neither satisfied or dissatisfied with the program (neutral).

The type of case and whether or not the outcome was favorable to the consumer plays an important
part in consumers satisfaction with the program. For the purpose of this analysis, the satisfaction
scale is re-coded into a dichotomous variable. Those who reported being “neutral” were dropped
from the variable computation.

As expected, there were differences in the program satisfaction areas (i.e. promptness, objectivity,
and fairness) by type of case. Those with mediated cases were far more satisfied than those with
arbitrated cases. (see Figure 4)

There were also differences by method of settlement (mediated versus arbitrated), whether an
award was granted and whether the award was accepted or rejected. Again, as expected, those with
mediated cases were much more likely to be satisfied than those with arbitrated cases as were
those who received an award in the arbitration process and accepted it. (See Figure 5)

Another measure of consumers’ satisfaction or dissatisfaction with the AWAP program is whether
or not they would recommend the program to others. Overall, 38.3 percent said that they would
recommend the program, 40.1 percent said they would not, and 21.7 percent said that it would
depend on the circumstances.
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How individual groups responded to this question are summarized in Table 10.

Table 10
Would Consumer Recommend the AWAP Program to Others
Claverhouse Survey

Method of Resolution and Outcome Yes No Cﬁig%]g;r?ges
Mediated 74.2% 6.1% 19.7%
Arbitrated 29.5% 48.3% 22.1%
Award Granted and Accepted 80.3% 9.8% 9.8%
Award Granted and Rejected 35.3% 52.9% 11.8%
No Award 13.7% 59.3% 26.9%

Finally, survey respondents were given an opportunity to make comments and suggestions about
AWAP program changes or improvements. These comments are summarized in Table 11.
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Table 11
Consumer Suggestions for Program Improvement
Claverhouse Survey

Suggestion Number Percent
Arbitrators should be more-consumer oriented 105 30.9%
Did a good job, no complaints 42 12.4%
Allow for more information about history/problems of car 41 12.1%
Need better initial review of cases by staff and arbitrators 30 8.8%
Make dealers/manufacturers more responsive to consumer 29 8.5%
Have more personal contact with program 18 5.3%
Have better qualified mechanics for inspections/repairs 19 5.6%
Awards/settlements and dollar amounts need to be fairer 13 3.8%
Need better follow-up enforcing awards/settlements 11 3.2%
General positive comments 10 2.9%
Speed up the process for quicker decisions 6 1.8%
Better/more representation at hearings 6 1.8%
Need more program locations 5 1.5%
Less paperwork, less forms, forms easier to understand 5 25
Total 340% 100.0%

CONCLUSIONS

On the basis of the comparison of the Claverhouse survey results with the AWAP national indices,
it is concluded that the AWAP indices are in agreement in all but four areas, none of which should
raise concerns about the program or how the program is administered. The differences are: case
decided by board and warrantor has complied”, “arbitration decision adverse to consumer,” “case
delayed beyond 40 days,” and “reasons for delays beyond 40 days.”

For the statistics dealing with arbitration decisions, the differences should not be cause for concern
since both of the differences favor the consumer and not the program. The difference may also be
attributed to non-response bias in that those who were granted awards and accepted them are
probably more likely to participate than those who were not granted anything by the AWAP.

The other difference between the survey results and AWAP indices is the proportion of arbitrated
cases delayed beyond 40 days. Again, this difference should not be cause for concern. The
difference can be attributed to respondent error — error in recall and in reporting. This is
substantiated by the facts detailed earlier in this report. There is also slight statistical difference in
the reasons for the delays.

It is concluded that the AWAP indices are in agreement with the Claverhouse survey for the
majority of the indices, and for those that are not, it is not be a cause for concern because the

2 OSR coded up to three suggestions per respondent. Percentages are based on responses (340) not
respondents (341)
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differences do not indicate that the program is improperly collecting or reporting program
statistics.
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SECTION VI

Audit Related Regulatory Requirements

REQUIREMENT:  §703.7 (c)(3)(l)

A report of each audit under this section shall be submitted to
the Federal Trade Commission, and shall be made available
to any person at reasonable cost. The Mechanism may direct
its auditor to delete names of parties to disputes, and identity
of products involved, from the audit report.

A copy has been supplied to the Federal Trade Commission consistent with this
requirement.

REQUIREMENT: § 703.7 (d)
Auditors shall be selected by the Mechanism. No auditor may
be involved with the Mechanism as a warrantor, sponsor or
member, or employee or agent thereof, other than for
purposes of the audit.

The audit was conducted consistent with this requirement.
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SECTION VIlI
Appendix/Codebook

69





