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SUMMARY

The California Court of Appeal affirmed an order denying Ford Motor Company's motion to compel
arbitration of a consumer's Song-Beverly Consumer Warranty Act claims. The court held that Ford, a
nonsignatory to the retail installment contract between the consumer and dealership, could not invoke
the contract's arbitration provision through equitable estoppel because the claims were based on
manufacturer warranties and statutory obligations independent of the dealership contract.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Ford, a nonsignatory to the retail installment contract between Ballesteros and Fairview, could
compel arbitration of Ballesteros's Song-Beverly Act claims under an equitable-estoppel theory.

2. Whether Ballesteros's claims against Ford were so intertwined with the Fairview contract, including
because he sought rescission and reimbursement, that equity required arbitration.

3. Whether manufacturer warranties accompanying the vehicle arose from the dealer-purchaser contract or
instead arose independently under the Song-Beverly Act and other law.

HOLDINGS

1. Ford could not compel arbitration because it was neither a party nor a signatory to the contract and the
contract did not clearly authorize Ford to invoke the arbitration provision.

2. Equitable estoppel did not require Ballesteros to arbitrate his Song-Beverly Act claims against Ford.

3. The manufacturer warranties underlying Ballesteros's Song-Beverly Act claims arose independently of
the retail installment contract and were not part of the contract between Ballesteros and Fairview.

4. Ballesteros's requests for rescission and reimbursement did not make his Song-Beverly Act claims
sufficiently intertwined with the Fairview contract to require arbitration against Ford.

KEY QUOTATIONS

““In short, the substantive terms of the sale contracts relate to sale and financing and nothing more.”” (10)

““Manufacturer vehicle warranties that accompany the sale of motor vehicles without regard to the terms of
the sale contract between the purchaser and the dealer are independent of the sale contract.”” (10)

“The salient question is not whether a sale is distinguishable from a contract per se, but whether the
nonsignatory has proven that it would be unfair to allow the plaintiff to proceed with his claims in court.”
(26)

“Ballesteros had no reason to believe that Ford, by virtue of its relationship to Fairview, had assumed any
obligations under his Contract with Fairview.” (27)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Ballesteros purchased a new 2017 Ford Explorer from Fairview Ford Sales, Inc. in August 2018 and signed a
retail installment contract identifying only Ballesteros and Fairview as the parties. The contract contained an
arbitration provision covering disputes between Ballesteros and Fairview and a disclaimer stating that it did not
affect warranties the manufacturer might provide. After the vehicle allegedly developed serious defects that were
not repaired, Ballesteros sued Fairview and Ford under the Song-Beverly Consumer Warranty Act for breach of
express and implied warranties and related statutory repair obligations.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Ballesteros sued Fairview and Ford under the Song-Beverly Consumer Warranty Act after allegedly defective
vehicle conditions were not repaired. Both defendants moved to compel arbitration under an arbitration



provision in the contract between Ballesteros and Fairview. The trial court compelled arbitration as to Fairview
but denied arbitration as to Ford, and Ford appealed.

DISPOSITION

affirmed
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