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DEALERS FAIL FORD ON
WARRANTY REIMBURSEMENT

Survey Results, Part 3

With this newsletter, we conclude
our presentation summarizing
dealer responses to our Company-
to-Dealer Standards Survey. The
purpose of this survey is to com-
municate to the Ford Motor
Company the dealers’ position on
its programs and policies.
Although NADA should be con-
gratulated on the excellent job it
does in ranking all manufacturers
through its Dealer Satisfaction
Survey, we recognize NADA does
not have the time or resources to
focus on each manufacturer and its
specific programs. Our survey
intends to accomplish this goal by
asking questions specific to the
Ford Motor Company.

To recap, Part 1 summarized your
opinion of the Dealer-to-Company
Relationship, in which Ford failed
almost every standard. A copy of
that newsletter is available on our
website, dealersalliance.org.

In Part 2, Ford, Lincoln-Mercury
and Canadian dealers indicated
they were fairly well satisfied with
Ford’s Regional Customer Service
Division (Section III), although
questions pertaining to the cost
effectiveness of Ford’s sales and
service training received failing or
near failing scores.

In Section 1V, Ford’s Sales Support,

questions pertaining to the condi-
tion of vehicles when delivered to
the dealers and vehicles delivered
as ordered received the highest
scores of this survey by Ford,
Lincoln-Mercury, and Canadian
dealers alike. However, all three
groups failed Ford on its allocation
system and its commitment to the
original OTD Program promises.
In addition, all three groups scored
the ease of understanding Ford’s
Sales Marketing Programs, as well
as Ford’s announcing these pro-
grams in advance, the lowest in
this section. Again, a copy of that
newsletter is available on our web-
site, dealersalliance.org.

This issue summarizes your
responses to Section V, Ford’s
Service Support, and Section VI,
Ford’s Parts Support. As we did in
the last two newsletters, in order to
present your message to the Ford
Motor Company, we will limit our
comments and present the facts as
they evolved numerically. It is
important to note that we did not
score these surveys with the “top
box” method Ford scores VOC,
simply because we did not want to
be wunfair to the Ford Motor
Company. Instead, we have
assigned an equal point value to
each possible answer with an
achievable maximum score of 100
points.

We would like to remind you that
of the dealers who responded, 86
percent are Ford dealers, 11 percent
are Lincoln-Mercury dealers, and 3
percent are Canadian dealers.
Over 34 percent of Ford dealers
responded, 28 percent of Lincoln-
Mercury dealers responded, and
approximately 20 percent of
Canadian dealers responded. Only
60 percent of the dealers who
responded are Alliance members.
We are also including some of the
key comments submitted by deal-
ers who responded. Over 52 per-
cent of dealers who responded
submitted personal comments.
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Dealership Size

The chart divides total survey
responses by dealership size.
Because Ford has often indicated
that the NADA Dealer Satisfaction
Surveys results are negatively
impacted by small or select deal-
ers, we were particularly interest-
ed in determining whether the
results of this survey was affected
by a disproportionate share of
negative responses generated by

small or select dealers. Frankly, in
only four instances did this occur,
and we have noted each instance
in the summary of that section.
There were no questions affected
by select dealers in Sections I and
II. In Sections III and IV, questions
pertaining to the cost effectiveness
of Ford’s sales and service training
were negatively impacted by

select dealers.

Service Support [Any score below 60 indicates a failing score.]

5. Please evaluate the following issues as they relate to Ford Motor Company’s support of
your dealership’s service efforts during the past six months.

Ability to resolve your customer’s service
concerns the first time
Service satisfaction programs (e.g. service

loaner, after warranty assistance)
New vehicle limited warranty coverage

ESP coverage

OASIS availability

World Diagnostic System (WDS)
Availability of service support for recalls
(dealer notification/instructions)
New product support

Technical Service Hotline Calls:

Responsiveness of hotline

Telephone answered within minutes

Are answered by an engineer who is ready

and able to provide technical support

Accuracy of shop manuals

Provide complete and accurate resolution

information the first time

Warranty Administration and Reimbursement:

Section Score:

Coverages and exclusions are easily understood 8%

Procedures for submitting claims are easily

understood (e.g. ease of parts return, etc.)
Fair reimbursement of labor rate

Fairness of parts mark-up
Fair Labor Time Standards

Fair Mtime [actual time] reimbursement, with

substantiation submitted

Ability to locate corresponding labor operation 6%
Ease of prior approval when required
Technician training requirements
Fairness of warranty audit process

Completely Very Fairly Somewhat Very

Satisfied Satisfied Satisfied  Dissatisfied Dissatisfied Score
6% 17% 34% 28% 15% 54.6
10% 21% 31% 24% 14% 57.5
16% 28.5% 34.5% 15% 6% 66.7
16% 34% 34% 10% 6% 68.6
20% 38% 31% 7% 4% 72.9
11% 27% 36% 17% 9% 62.4
11% 28% 34% 17% 10% 62.9
8% 21.5% 34% 22.5% 14% 57.5
10% 24% 28.5% 24.5% 13% 58.7
10% 19% 29% 265% 155% 56.2
8% 20% 295% 27.5% 15% 55.7
8% 25% 35% 20% 12% 58.9
5.5% 17% 30.5% 30% 17% 52.9
21% 29% 25% 17% 50.1

9% 24% 30% 22% 15% 57.8
7% 19% 185% 23% 32.5% 48.9
8% 18% 24% 23% 27% 51.3
5% 8% 12% 25% 50% 38.5
7% 13% 27% 24% 29% 48.7
15.5% 32% 27% 195% 524

7.5% 17% 30% 24.5% 21% 53.1
8% 21% 29% 20% 22% 54 .4
8% 16% 31% 20% 25% 52.8

Leave blank if you have never been audited.

56.3
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Although Ford dealers are fairly well satisfied with warranty coverages, as well as Oasis availability, the World
Diagnostic System, and service support during recalls, all other service support questions received a failing
score. Warranty reimbursement questions received the lowest scores of this section. Fair Labor Time Standards,
fair Mtime reimbursement, fair reimbursement of labor rate and fairness of parts mark-up all scored extremely
poorly. The question pertaining to the ease of understanding warranty coverages and exclusions scored poor-
ly, as well.

In this section, we have the third example of select dealers negatively impacting a score with the question per-
taining to technician training and requirements.

It is also interested to note that approximately 20 percent of the select dealers, 18 percent of medium sized deal-
ers, and 18 percent of large dealers did not respond to the fairness of the warranty audit process question.

Parts Support [Any score below 60 indicates a failing score.]

6. Please evaluate the following issues as they relate to Ford Motor Company’s support of
your dealership’s parts efforts during the past six months.

Completely Very Fairly Somewhat Very

Satisfied Satisfied Satisfied  Dissatisfied Dissatisfied Score
Stock order availability 11% 34%  39% 11% 5% 67.1
Interim orders 10% 33%  41% 11% 5% 66.5
Emergency orders 11% 33% 36% 14% 6% 65.9
Availability for servicing new models 7% 24%  35% 22% 12% 58.3
Availability for recalls 9% 27%  36% 20% 8% 61.5
Distribution system 11.5% 28% 34.5% 15% 11% 62.6
Fairness of parts discount programs 6% 16% 30% 25% 23% 51.6
GCAT System (Cataloging System) 7% 18% 33% 21% 21% 53.4
REACT 9% 19.5% 33.5% 17% 21% 55.9

Leave blank if you not participating

Section Score: 60.6

As you can see by the results of this section, availability of parts for servicing new models, fairness of parts dis-
count programs, the GCAT System and REACT all received failing scores. Although the fairness of parts dis-
count programs received the lowest score of this section, most dealer comments pertained to the GCAT System.
The most common response can be summed up with this dealer’s statement: “GCAT is the worse system yet.
There is more than one section that must be looked at for most parts or you can order the wrong part. This is
nonsense.”

In this section, we have the last example of select dealers negatively impacting a score with the question per-
taining to interim orders.

The chart below indicates those dealers not participating in the REACT Program by dealership size.

REACT — Dealer Participation

| 10%| 20% | 30% | 40% | 50% | 60% | 70% | 80% | 90% |  100% |
— | | | | | | | | | | |
S Not Participating 54%
o Participating 46%
% Not Participating 46%
g Participating 54%
2 Not Participating
= Lo 30%
& Participating 70%
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Ford Dealer Comments

“l think Ford Motor Company should get back to building
good quality cars and let us do what we do best. Leave us
alone and quit coming up with programs like the Blue Oval
Program that tears down our relations.”

“Ford needs to concentrate on building quality cars and
trucks and not try to get into the business of running a deal-
ership. | firmly believe that | know my customers a whole lot
better than Ford, regardless of what some ‘focus group’ or
survey might suggest. My family has been in the Ford busi-
ness for over sixty years, and we have tried to satisfy our
customers, and | think, for the most part, have done a fine
job.”

“Ford needs to put more emphasis on manufacturing better
product the public wants. Ford needs to be a leader in
incentives, interest rates, etc., rather than always following
Chevy. We have been hearing a lot of good talk, and now it
is show time!”

“Ford needs to acquire its own “code of ethics.” Implicit in
this code should be a requirement that Ford obeys all state
franchise laws. The code should also include the require-
ment that Ford put all its promises in writing and stand
behind them.”

“Maybe Toyota is gaining market share because [unlike
Ford] it really cares about its dealers and customers.”

“Dealerships cannot be the testing ground for product
defects. Ford Motor Company needs to do a much better
job committing to better quality prior to launching a vehicle.”

“Most Ford dealers are honest and are looking for a part-
nership with the factory. We must learn to trust each other
and, in the long haul, both dealers and Ford will benefit.”

“We all want Ford to just pay attention to manufacturing and
leave us to retailing. Ford does not want to hear our opin-
ion about their performance any more than we want to hear
their opinion about our performance. We have no credibili-
ty with each other. The dealer council is a complete waste
of time. My advice to you is to find a way to help us to speak
with one voice to Ford with specific requests for specific
action. Maybe we should all go together and hire an attor-
ney to do our communicating for us.”

“Ford executives put too much emphasis on visiting with
large volume dealers when out in the field. They need to
start listening to the average dealer in order to get a full pic-
ture on what is happening in middle class America.”

“We have been a dealer for [almost thirty] years and have
seen plenty of changes and cost transfers that have made it
harder to justify staying in this business. The training has
become excessive and the tools and equipment are out-
landish. Surveys, training, and computers have all added
costs to the small dealer that make it very hard to stay in
business. It was small business that put Ford where it was
years ago — successful.”

“We are spending all of our time satisfying Blue Oval
requirements and insuring surveys are returned rather than
satisfying our own customers. What a joke!”

“The real problem is that we are left largely on our own to
satisfy customers because seeking assistance is either too
difficult or too time consuming. We have learned what we
have to be willing to ‘eat’ to keep a happy customer.”

“As with the 6.0 diesel, how can Ford ask us to tell the cus-
tomer to drive the vehicle until a fix is found?”

“Prior approval in service is adding seven to ten days to the
time it takes to do major repairs and the customers are very
unhappy.”

“Ford Motor Company has seemingly outsourced personnel
to edit our claims for Mtime, approve assembly replace-
ment, determine maintenance compliance and generally
knit pick our claims to find ways to avoid payment. The
appeals process is flawed to the point that | believe these
are commissioned on whatever dollar amount they can chis-
el away from the dealer. Chargebacks are arbitrary and dif-
ficult to reverse. The Ford strategy seems to be to deny first,
deny again, negotiate, negotiate again, and then pay a
reduced sum when the process wears out the service per-
sonnel”

“For select dealers the only thing that has improved is the
allocation system on certain models.”

“Ford parts programs are geared toward large dealers such
as wholesale programs, truckload programs, etc., which
gives them an unfair advantage in price! Smaller dealers
cannot purchase large quantities of one item.”

“The complexity of incentive programs is a major problem.
It has created a bunch of ‘gun shy’ salespeople always look-
ing over their shoulder for fear of chargebacks. It has
caused issues with the consumer when shopping around
and getting different rebate information from various dealers
or when they open their mail and get an early bird/Loyalty
Rebate offer from Ford one week after buying their new car.”

“I believe the Ford Motor Company and dealer relationship
is solid. The mere fact that we are in a highly competitive
industry will always create a strain between OEM and fran-
chisee. However, mutual respect for parties’ management,
procedures and processes must be established before the
relationship can endure!”

“Overall, | believe the Company is headed in a good direc-
tion. However, Ford needs to also make a commitment to
the service support side of our business.”

“I fill out this questionnaire with mixed feelings. Although
Ford has not always given us a true picture of its intent or
properly identified reasons for its actions, | feel the FDA has
misrepresented what Ford has done and has taken extreme
positions on certain actions by Ford, which | feel is just as
misleading.” [We know the Alliance is seldom, if ever, a
diplomat in expressing our opinion against Ford Motor
Company programs and policies. However, although we
may have appeared too harsh at times, we have never,
never been dishonest or intentionally misleading.]

“I hope the message that you gather from the dealer body
gets the attention of the powers that be in the ‘ivory tower.
| wonder often if they see your publication and if they care.
Ford should never forget that we are their best customers!”
[Yes, Ford Motor Company receives all of our publications.
In fact, the entire Ford Board of Directors receives our pub-
lications, as well.]

“Thank you [Alliance] for asking for our input. Let us make
a better joint effort!”

“The survey idea is great. What took you so long?”
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Service Support [Any score below 60 indicates a failing score.]

5. Please evaluate the following issues as they relate to Ford Motor Company’s support of

your dealership’s service efforts during the past six months.
Completely Very Fairly Somewhat Very

Satisfied Satisfied Satisfied  Dissatisfied Dissatisfied Score

Ability to resolve your customer’s service
concerns the first time 4% 21% 31.5% 31.5% 12% 54.8
Service satisfaction programs (e.g. service
loaner, after warranty assistance) 5% 21% 32.5% 32.5% 9% 56.2
New vehicle limited warranty coverage 9% 28.5% 40.5% 17% 5% 63.8
ESP coverage 6.5% 46% 37%  6.5% 4% 68.7
OASIS availability 10% 44.5% 36.5% 6% 3% 70.5
World Diagnostic System (WDS) 3% 30%  39% 21% 7% 60.2
Availability of service support for recalls
(dealer notification/instructions) 6% 30.5% 34.5% 19% 10% 60.6
New product support 2% 24% 37.5% 20% 16.5% 544
Technical Service Hotline Calls:
® Responsiveness of hotline 4% 7% 37.5% 24.5% 17%  53.3
e Telephone answered within minutes 3% 19% 37.5% 21.5% 19% 53.1
* Are answered by an engineer who is ready

and able to provide technical support 6% 15% 34.5% 27.5% 17% 53.1
® Accuracy of shop manuals 3% 21.5% 39% 17%  19.5%  54.3
® Provide complete and accurate resolution

information the first time 2% 12%  45% 22.5% 18.5% 51.4
Warranty Administration and Reimbursement:
* Coverages and exclusions are easily

understood 5% 18% 40.5% 18% 18.5% 54.8
® Procedures for submitting claims are easily

understood (e.g. ease of parts return, etc.) 5% 22% 38.5% 23.5% 11% 57.4
® Fair reimbursement of labor rate 7% 13%  33% 23.5% 23.5% 51.5
® Fairness of parts mark-up 6% 12% 29%  26.5% 26.5% 49.1
* Fair Labor Time Standards 3% 6% 15% 31.5% 44.5% 38.4
® Fair Mtime [actual time] reimbursement, with

substantiation submitted 4% 10% 32.5% 23% 30.5%  46.9
e Ability to locate corresponding labor operation 4% 9%  43.5% 27.5% 16% 51.5
® Ease of prior approval when required 7% 11% 39.5% 24.5% 18% 52.9
e Technician training requirements 4% 24.5% 41.5% 21% 9% 58.6
* Fairness of warranty audit process 5% 11% 41% 18% 25% 50.8

Leave blank if you have never been audited.
Section Score:  55.1
Lincoln-Mercury dealers are also particularly dissatisfied with Ford’s Service Support.

Although Lincoln-Mercury dealers are fairly well satisfied with warranty coverages, as well as Oasis availabil-
ity, the World Diagnostic System, and service support during recalls, all other service support questions
received a failing score. As with Ford dealers, warranty reimbursement questions received the lowest scores of
this section. Fair Labor Time Standards, fair Mtime reimbursement, fair reimbursement of labor rate and fair-
ness of parts mark-up all scored extremely poorly. The question pertaining to the Ford Motor Company’s abil-
ity to provide complete and accurate resolution information the first time scored poorly, as well.
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Although Canadian dealers are fairly well satisfied with warranty coverages, as well as Oasis availability, the
World Diagnostic System, and service support during recalls, all other service support questions received a
failing score. As with U.S. dealers, warranty reimbursement questions received the lowest scores of this sec-
tion. Fair Labor Time Standards, fair Mtime reimbursement, and fair reimbursement of labor rate all scored
extremely poorly. The question pertaining to the Ford Motor Company’s ability to provide complete and
accurate resolution information the first time scored poorly, as well.

It is also interested to note that only 12 percent of select dealers did not respond to the fairness of the warranty
audit process question.

Parts Support [Any score below 60 indicates a failing score.]

6. Please evaluate the following issues as they relate to Ford Motor Company’s support of
your dealership’s parts efforts during the past six months.

Completely Very Fairly Somewhat Very

Satisfied Satisfied Satisfied  Dissatisfied Dissatisfied Score
Stock order availability 7.5% 57.5% 31% 4% 0% 73.9
Interim orders 11.5% 46%  31%  7.5% 4% 70.8
Emergency orders 23% 34.5%  27% 7.5% 8% 71.5
Availability for servicing new models 4% 19%  46% 12% 19% 55.4
Availability for recalls 4% 19%  54% 11.5% 11.5% 58.5
Distribution system 11.5% 38% 35% 11.5% 4% 68.5
Fairness of parts discount programs 4% 23% 38% 8% 27 % 53.9
GCAT System (Cataloging System) 8.5% 13% 35% 8.5%  35% 50.4
REACT 33% 0% 67% 0% 0% 73.3
Leave blank if you not participating

63.2

As you can see by the results of this section, availability of parts for servicing new models, availability of parts
for recalls, fairness of parts discount programs, and the GCAT System all received failing scores. The GCAT
System received the lowest score of this section and received the most comments. The most common response
can be summed up with this dealer’s statement: “The GCAT system, along with the 6.0 liter launch, are epic
disasters and indicate deep seated problems.”

Section Score:

Only a handful of Canadian dealers responded that they are participating in the REACT Program.

Canadian Dealer Comments

In Canada, we are once again fighting the transfer of costs
from factory to dealer. Programs that the Company intro-
duced such as service loaners and full tank of gas are
being reduced or passed on to us. The Company raised
customer expectation, and they are now leaving us holding
the bag. The top management seems to have the right idea
but like | said ‘word versus action.”

“I have a lot to say, but | think | am better off saying nothing
because what | have to say to the Ford Motor Company
would be cruel. They do not give a damn about their deal-
ers. You can give the message to Alain Batty.”

“This survey is years overdue. Keep up the great work!”
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