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2020 Cadillac XT5
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Customer Dix
VIN :



Customers current concerns at time of inspection.



Repair on 12/4/20 for camera system.
No DTC’s set for system and no current customers concerns.



Camera system operating as designed during inspection and



• Customers history concern is camera system malfunction. Another
dealer repaired the camera system on 12/4/20 and customer doesn’t
have a current concern.

• Customers current concerns: SD card not found /missing displayed on
radio at times. To correct this condition we performed service bulletin
20-NA-134 for SD error message. No issue noted after performing the
service bulletin including a 30 mile test drive.

• Customers second concern: Bluetooth doesn’t connect at times.
Paired phone and connected phone multiple times with no issues.
Customer states their phone is a Galaxy Note 10. The Galaxy Note 10
is not on the compatibility list for this vehicle. The operation of this
phone has not been verified and may cause issues. Recommend
customer try unpairing phone from vehicle and vehicle from phone
and repair to see if this corrects the condition.



Galaxy phones on the current compatibility list for the customers vehicle.



Galaxy S10e paired to customers vehicle for testing. No issues noted with this phone
in multiple connection cycles.
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TEXAS DEPARTMENT OF MOTOR VEHICLES 
CASE NO.  
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v. 
 
GENERAL MOTORS, LLC, 

Respondent 
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BEFORE THE OFFICE 
 
 

OF 
 
 

ADMINISTRATIVE HEARINGS 

ORDER NO. 1 
NOTICE OF HEARING AND PROCEDURES 

I. Notice of Hearing 
The Texas Department of Motor Vehicles (Department) has set  CAF,  

 Complainant v. General Motors LLC, Respondent, for hearing as follows: 
Date and Time: Wednesday, April 7, 2021, at 9:00 a.m.  
Place: Texas Department of Motor Vehicles 

Regional Service Center 
2110 E. Governors Circle 
Houston, Texas 77092 
 

This contested case hearing will address whether the Complainant(s) is (are) entitled to relief for alleged 
warrantable defects in the motor vehicle, manufactured, distributed, or converted by the Respondent(s), under 
Texas Occupations Code §§ 2301.601-2301.613 (Lemon Law) and/or § 2301.204 (Warranty Performance). The 
attached copy of the Lemon Law complaint form (Complaint) filed with the Department includes a statement of 
the factual matters asserted. The hearing is held under the legal authority and jurisdiction provided in: Texas 
Occupations Code, Title 14, Subtitle A, Chapter 2301 (Sale or Lease of Motor Vehicles);1 Texas Government 
Code, Title 10, Subtitle A, Chapter 2001 (Administrative Procedure Act);2 and 43 Texas Administrative Code, 
Chapter 215, Subchapters A, B, and G (Department Rules).3, 4 

II. Procedures 
PLEASE READ ALL ORDERS CAREFULLY, INCLUDING FOOTNOTES. Failure to comply with an order may 

negatively affect your case. A hearings examiner from the Department’s Office of Administrative Hearings 
(OAH) will preside over the hearing. Four hours have been reserved for the hearing. The hearing will conclude 
within the allotted time unless recessed or continued. If the parties agree, with the hearings examiner’s approval, 

                                                 
1 TEX. OCC. CODE ANN. §§ 2301.001-2301.853. 
2 TEX. GOV’T. CODE ANN. §§ 2001.001-2001.902. 
3 43 TEX. ADMIN. CODE. §§ 215.1-215.6, 215.21-215.58 and 215.201-215.210. 
4 The statutes and rules may be accessed online at: http://www.statutes.legis.state.tx.us/ and 

http://texreg.sos.state.tx.us/public/readtac$ext.viewtac respectively. 
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the hearing may be conducted by written submissions or by telephone. Subject to hearings examiner rulings, 
parties may present their cases, including witness testimony and documentary evidence. A party who needs an 
interpreter shall request an interpreter at least ten business days before the hearing. The hearings examiner may 
allow each party to question the other parties. The hearings examiner may ask questions any time during the 
hearing. A party’s failure to appear at the hearing will not prevent granting relief to a party that does appear. 

III. Representatives and Witnesses 
Attorneys are not required; however, you may have an attorney or other representative represent you. A 

party intending to have a representative at the hearing must notify the hearings examiner and other parties at least 
five business days before the hearing. Failure to provide notice will result in the hearing’s postponement if 
another party requests postponement. An attorney must file a written notice of appearance to be the attorney of 
record. If a party has more than one representative, the party must designate one representative as the lead 
representative for receiving any notices, documents, or other communications. If a party’s representative changes, 
the party shall provide written notice of the change to OAH and all parties. Each party must disclose the party’s 
witnesses to the hearings examiner and other parties at least five business days before the hearing. 

IV. Hearing Exhibits 
Parties shall provide one copy of all exhibits to the hearings examiner and one copy to each party. 

Electronic exhibits (e.g., audio or video recordings) must be provided on a USB flash drive or CD/DVD ROM. 
The Complainant should provide the following exhibits for the hearing: (1) vehicle sales or lease contract; 
(2) odometer statement, if applicable; (3) warranty; (4) repair orders/receipts; (5) correspondence with the 
manufacturer relating to the repairs; and (6) notice of defect/non-conformity sent to the manufacturer. In addition, 
the Complainant may offer receipts or similar documentation for incidental expenses from loss of use of the 
vehicle, such as: (1) alternate transportation; (2) towing; (3) telephone calls or mail charges directly attributable 
to contacting the manufacturer, distributor, converter, or dealer regarding the vehicle; (4) meals and lodging 
necessitated by the vehicle’s failure during out-of-town trips; (5) loss or damage to personal property; (6) attorney 
fees if the complainant retains counsel after notification that the respondent is represented by counsel; and 
(7) items or accessories added to the vehicle at or after purchase. 

V. Vehicle Inspection 
The Complainant shall bring the vehicle in question to the hearing for an inspection (and test drive, if 

applicable), unless the hearings examiner orders otherwise upon the Complainant showing good cause. 

VI. Prehearing Conference 
Before the hearing, the hearings examiner will hold a telephonic prehearing conference with the parties to 

address: (1) the hearing date and location; (2) the identity of representatives and witnesses; (3) exhibits; 
(4) arranging for the vehicle’s inspection; (5) and other matters that may assist in the fair, efficient, and 
expeditious conduct of the hearing. 

VII. Filing of Documents 
Documents directed to the hearings examiner must be filed with OAH: 4000 Jackson Avenue, 

Austin, Texas 78731; fax: (512) 465-5656; e-mail: OfficeAdminHearings@txdmv.gov. All filings must 
include the case number and be addressed to the hearings examiner. Each filing must indicate that a copy of the 
document has been served on the other parties. Parties may file by: first-class mail, hand delivery, fax, or e-mail. 
Parties should use e-mail for time-sensitive filings. A copy of every filing (including any attachments), 
whether in paper form or electronic format, must be served on the other parties at the same time as when 
filing with OAH. Parties may serve copies by: first-class mail, hand delivery, fax, or e-mail. A party or 
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representative whose address, telephone number, fax number, or e-mail address changes shall provide written 
notice of the change to OAH and all parties as soon as possible. 

VIII. Acceptable Electronic Formats for Documents 
Electronic documents filed with OAH will only be accepted in the following formats: HTM/HTML 

(Hypertext Markup Language), Microsoft Excel, Microsoft Power Point, Microsoft Word, PDF (Portable 
Document Format), RTF (Rich Text Format), TXT (Plain Text), BMP (Bit Map), GIF (Graphic Interchange 
Format), JPEG/JPG (Joint Photographic Experts Group), PNG (Portable Network Graphics), and TIF/TIFF 
(Tagged Image File Format). Electronic documents filed in a format not listed above will not be accepted until 
converted to an acceptable format. 

IX. Motions 
Requests for procedural relief, e.g., to postpone a hearing, allow a telephonic hearing, etc., must be filed 

with OAH as written motions. Motions must state: (1) the relief/action sought; and (2) the specific 
reasons/grounds. The other parties may file responses to a motion within three business days. Consideration of 
the motion may be expedited if the requesting party confers with the other parties and certifies in the motion that 
the other parties agree with the motion or do not oppose the motion. A party requesting to postpone a hearing 
must file a motion for continuance at least five days before the hearing, unless the party shows good cause to 
consider the motion after the deadline. 

X. Communications with OAH 
No party, representative, or witness may directly or indirectly communicate with the hearings 

examiner without giving the other parties notice and opportunity to participate.5 Parties may communicate 
with the hearings examiner through written documents filed with OAH and served on the other parties. A party 
may communicate with OAH staff for scheduling and administrative purposes, which do not address substantive 
matters or any contested issues. OAH staff cannot give legal advice. Parties must copy the other parties on all 
correspondence to OAH, including e-mails. Parties may freely communicate with other parties without 
including OAH in any communications between the parties. Parties may contact OAH staff at (512) 465-5000 
with questions about this order. For additional information on the hearing procedures please see the OAH 
webpage at:  

XI. Discovery 
Discovery may begin immediately. Parties may seek informal discovery anytime and persons may 

voluntarily respond to informal discovery requests and voluntarily attend the hearing. However, formal discovery 
that may be compelled requires a subpoena issued by the hearings examiner. Parties may request subpoenas to 
require production of documents (or other objects, e.g., vehicles) and subpoenas to require attendance at the 
hearing. The following deadlines apply unless ordered otherwise. The discovery period ends 10 days before the 
hearing. Subpoenas for documents must be served at least 40 days before the hearing (30 days before the 
discovery period ends). Responses to subpoenas for documents shall be made within 30 days after receipt of 
the subpoena. A party alleging failure to comply with a subpoena for documents shall file a motion to compel 
no later than 10 days before the hearing. Parties may obtain subpoena request forms from OAH. 
 

Last day to serve subpoenas for documents 40 days before the hearing 
Last day for motions to compel 10 days before the hearing 

 
                                                 

5 TEX. GOV’T. CODE ANN. § 2001.061; 43 TEX. ADMIN. CODE. §§ 215.22 and 215.43. 
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XII. Recusal and Disqualification of Hearings Examiners 
A party may seek to recuse or disqualify the hearings examiner assigned to this case by filing a motion 

with OAH. The motion must be verified (notarized); must assert one or more grounds for recusal or 
disqualification listed in the footnotes below;6 must not be based solely on a hearing’s examiner’s ruling; must 
state detailed facts within the affiant’s personal knowledge, admissible in evidence, if proven would justify recusal 
or disqualification. A motion to recuse must be filed as soon as practicable after the movant knows of the ground 
stated in the motion but no later than 10 days before the hearing, unless the movant neither knew or reasonably 
should have known about the ground stated in the motion. A motion to disqualify should be filed as soon as 
practicable after the movant knows of the ground stated in the motion. Any other party may file a response to 
the motion within two business days. 

XIII. Respondent’s Opportunity to Cure 
Section 2301.606(c)(2) of the Lemon Law prohibits repurchase or replacement of the subject vehicle 

unless the Respondent has been given an opportunity to cure the alleged defect(s). If the Respondent has not had 
an opportunity to cure, the Respondent and Complainant may arrange a repair attempt for a date before the 
hearing. If the Respondent does not arrange for such repair, the Respondent will be deemed to have waived its 
opportunity to cure. If the Complainant does not extend a valid opportunity to cure, the subject vehicle will not 
qualify for repurchase or replacement. An opportunity to cure does not require an actual repair attempt but only 
a valid opportunity to cure extended by the Complainant.7 For example, if the Respondent replies to a written 
notice of defect by offering to settle rather than arranging a repair attempt, the Respondent may be found to have 
waived its opportunity to cure.8 The Respondent may delegate its opportunity to cure to a third-party, such as a 
dealer.9 

                                                 
6 Grounds for disqualification: (1) the hearings examiner has served as a lawyer in the matter in controversy, or a lawyer with 

whom the hearings examiner previously practiced law served during such association as a lawyer concerning the matter; (2) the hearings 
examiner has an interest in the subject matter in controversy; or (3) either of the parties may be related to the hearings examiner by 
affinity or consanguinity within the third degree. 

Grounds for recusal: (1) the hearings examiner’s impartiality might reasonably be questioned; (2) the hearings examiner has a 
personal bias or prejudice concerning the subject matter or a party; (3) the hearings examiner has personal knowledge of disputed 
evidentiary facts concerning the proceeding; (4) the hearings examiner or a lawyer with whom the hearings examiner previously 
practiced law has been a material witness concerning the proceeding; (5) the hearings examiner participated as counsel, adviser, or 
material witness in the matter in controversy, or expressed an opinion concerning the merits of it, while acting as an attorney in 
government service; (6) the hearings examiner, individually or as a fiduciary, or the hearings examiner’s spouse or minor child residing 
in the hearings examiner’s household, has a financial interest in the subject matter in controversy or in a party to the proceeding, or any 
other interest that could be substantially affected by the outcome of the proceeding; (7) the hearings examiner or the hearings examiner’s 
spouse, or a person within the third degree of relationship to either of them, or the spouse of such a person: (A) is a party to the proceeding 
or an officer, director, or trustee of a party; (B) has an interest that could be substantially affected by the outcome of the proceeding; or 
(C) is likely to be a material witness in the proceeding; (8) the hearings examiner or the hearings examiner’s spouse, or a person within 
the first degree of relationship to either of them, or the spouse of such a person, is acting as a lawyer in the proceeding. 

7 Dutchmen Manufacturing, Inc. v. Texas Department of Transportation, Motor Vehicle Division, 383 S.W.3d 217, 221 and 
226 (Tex. App.—Austin 2012); Texas Department of Transportation, Kennemer v. Dutchman Manufacturing, Inc., MVD Cause No. 09-
0091 CAF (Motor Vehicle Division Sept. 25, 2009) (Final Order Granting Chapter 2301, Subchapter M Relief). 

8 Id. 
9 Id. 
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XIV. Texas Penal Code Advisory 
Pursuant to §§ 30.06 and 30.07, Texas Penal Code (Trespass by License Holder with a Concealed or 

Openly Carried Handgun), a person licensed under Subchapter H, Chapter 411, Texas Government Code 
(Handgun Licensing Law), may not enter the hearing room with a concealed handgun or an openly carried 
handgun. 

SIGNED March 3, 2021 

 

EDWARD SANDOVAL   
CHIEF HEARINGS EXAMINER 
OFFICE OF ADMINISTRATIVE HEARINGS 
TEXAS DEPARTMENT OF MOTOR VEHICLES 
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Case: 

Case Number CAF.H Case Owner OAH Staff Queue

Case Number CAF.H Business Name

Case Name  Complainant v.
GENERAL MOTORS LLC, Respondent

Status Ready for OAH Action

Subject Investigation Status OAH Hearing Requested

Defect Categories Electrical Law Section 2301.604 (Repurchase/Replacement)

Priority Low Supervisor Warning

Investigative File
Number

DMV Docket Number

Closed Date SOAH Docket
Number

Case Record Type OAH Staff Payment Status Payment Confirmed

Order Sent Date

Lemon Law Information

Complainant Vehicle Model XT6

Respondent General Motors LLC Vehicle Year 2020

Date & Time
Accepted

12/17/2020 Vehicle Make Cadillac

Complaint Received
Date

12/16/2020 Other vehicle Make

Complaint Type Lemon Law

Litigation Code

Investigation Information

Closing Stage Vehicle Defects

Repurchase Price Repurchase
Respondent

Lemon Law Hearing Information

Date/Time Opened 12/16/2020 3:27 PM Date Referred to OAH 2/12/2021

Date/Time Closed Chief Hearing
Examiner

Case:  ~ Salesforce - Unlimited Edition

1 of 6 2/23/2021 6:11 PM



Lemon Law Complaint Form

Complainant Information

Case Number

Complainant First Name Complainant Last Name

Co-complainant First Name Co-complainant Last Name

Complainant Address Line 1 Complainant Address Line 2

Complainant City

Crosby

Complainant State

Texas

Complainant Zip Complainant Country

USA

Complainant Phone Complainant Email



Vehicle Information

Vehicle Identification Number (VIN) Purchase Date

04/30/2020

Vehicle Year

2020

Vehicle Make

Cadillac

Vehicle Model

XT6

Vehicle Purchase Type

New

Current Mileage

6600

Mileage at the time of purchase

200

Date vehicle reached 24000 miles
Sent Date of Written Notice of
Problem

09/04/2020

Describe any options added by the dealer.

IPAD HOLDER



Dealer Information

RON CRAFT
CHEVROLET

Selling
Dealer

4114 I-10
EAST

BAYTOWM Texas 77521 USA

RON CRAFT
CHEVROLET

Servicing
Dealer

4114 I-10
EAST

BAYTOWN Texas 77521 USA

Dealer Name Type Dealer
Phone
Number

Address
Line 1

Address
Line 2

City State Zip Country



Defect Information

THE FIRST ISSUE STARTED MID AUGUST 2020. I REPORTED THE
ISSUED OF THE BACK UP CAMERA NOT WORKING, WILL
DISPLAYED A BACK SCREEN WHEN THE VEHICLE WAS IN REVERSE
TO RON CRAFT RIGHT AWAY AND THE AC VENT IN THE MIDDLE
ROW RIGHT PASSENGER SIDE WAS NOT WORKING. THE CADILLAC
WAS DELIVER TO THE DEALER FOR SERVICE AUGUST 18,2020. THE
VEHICLE WAS DELIVER BACK TO ME ON AUGUST 28, 2020 WITH A
REPORT STATING THAT THE CAMERA WAS OPERATING PROPERLY
AND THE CAUSE OF THE ISSUE WAS CABLES NOT CONNECTING
PROPERLY. THE SAME DAY, ONCE THE TRUCK WAS IN MY
POSSESSION IT DISPLAYED THE SAME BLACK SCREEN AGAIN
WHEN THE TUCK WAS ON REVERSE. I REPORTED THE ISSUE TO
TYLER DUNNING THE SERVICE ADVISOR. I WAS TOLD THAT THEY
WERE GOING TO CALL ME ONCE THEY HAD A LOANER FOR ME TO
THE VEHICLE BACK. I TOOK THE VEHICLE FOR THE SECOND TIME
FOR SERVICE ON SEPTEMBER 04, 2020. ON SEPTEMBER 18, 2020
THE TRUCK WAS DELIVER TO ME UNPAIRED, WITH A NEW BACK
CAMERA THAT WAS INSTALLED THAT WAS BROKEN FROM THE
GLASS. I WAS TOLD THAT A PART WAS ORDER AND THAT IT WAS
NEEDED TO FIX THE BLACK SCREEN ISSUE. I WAS NOT INFORMED
THAT THE CAMERA LANCE WAS BROKE UNTIL I NOTICE IT. I
REPORTED THE PROBLEM AND WAS TOLD THAT THEY WOLD LOOK
AT IT WHEN I TAKE BACK FOR THE NEW PART INSTALLATION. THE
PROBLEM WITH THE BLACK SCREEN CAMERA CONTINUED;
HOWEVER THIS TIME IT WAS DOING IT ALL THE TIME WHEN THE
TRUCK WAS ON. IT DID ON REVERSE, WHEN DRIVING IT, WHEN I
WAS PARKED. I REPORTED THE ISSUE, I WAS TOLD THAT IT WILL
BE FIXED ONCE THE NEW PART GETS INSTALL. SEVERAL WEEKS
WHEN BY AND I WAS NOT GETTING ANY UPDATES. I CALLED
TYLER'S DIRECT NUMBER, AT THE DEALER, LEAVING ,MESSAGES ,
HOLDING FOR HIM AND WAITING FOR A CALL BACK. FINALLY, I WAS
TOLD THAT TYLER WAS NO LONGER WITH THE COMPANY AND
THAT SOMEONE WOULD CALL ME BACK. THE NEXT DAY, I
RECEIVED A CALL FROM KEVIN O'NEILL THE NEW SERVICE
ADVISOR AT THE DEALERSHIP. HE INFORMED ME THAT THE PART
WAS AT THE DEALERSHIP, THAT I WAS GOING TO BE PLACE IN THE
WAITING LIST FOR LOANER TO TAKE THE VEHICLE TO THE
DEALERSHIP. ON NOVEMBER 17, 2020. THE TRUCK JUST STOP ON
ME WHILE DRIVING AND SEVERAL LIGHTS INCLUDING THE ENGINE
LIGHT CAME ON(SEE PICTURE) THE TRUCK WAS UNDRINKABLE AT
THIS POINT. I WENT IN PERSON TO THE DEALER NOVEMBER 17,
2020 TO REPORT THE ISSUE I ASKED TO SPEAK WITH THE
MANAGER AND TROY WOODYARD, SERVICE DIRECTOR AT THE
DEALERSHIP AND COMMUNICATED TO HIM OF ALL THE ISSUES
WITH THE TRUCK, THE BACK AND FORTH, THE DEPARTMENT

08/18/2020 08/28/2020 3974

Defect Description Repair
Visit Date
IN

Repair
Visit Date
Out

Mileage



FAILURE TO FIX MY TRUCK, AND NOW THE NEW ISSUE. I TOLD HIM
WAS FRUSTRATING AND DISAPPOINTED I WAS. I ALSO TOLD HIM
THAT I WAS NOT GOING TO TAKE THE TRUCK BACK UNTIL IT WAS
FIX. HE ASSURE ME THAT THE PROBLEM WITH THE CAMERA WAS
GOING TO BE FIX WITH THE NEW PART AND THAT HIM
PERSONALLY WAS GOING TO MAKE SURE THAT THE TRUCK WAS
FIX A DELIVER TO ME WITH NO ISSUES. KEVIN CALLED TO LET ME
KNOW THAT THE REASON THE TRUCK STOPPED ON ME AND THE
LIGHTS TURNED ON WAS DUE TO A TRANSMISSION ISSUE, HE SAID
THAT IT WAS NORMAL, AN ISSUE THAT HAVE SEEN BEFORE BUT IT
WAS GOING TO GET FIX, THE NEXT CALLED WAS TO TELL ME THAT
THE TRUCK WAS READY FOR ME PICK IT UP. I ASKED KEVIN IF
THEY WERE SURE THAT THE TRUCK WAS PROPERLY WORKING,
THAT A QUALITY CONTROL CHECK WAS DONE TO ENSURE THAT
ALL THE ISSUES WERE TAKING CARE OFF AND HE SAID YES. ON
NOVEMBER 24,2020, I WENT TO PICK UP THE TUCK, I DROVE THE
TRUCK THERE AT THE DEALERSHIP TO MAKE SURE EVERYTHING
WAS GOOD. AS SOON AS I PUT THE TRUCK ON REVERSE THE
BLACK SCREEN APPEARED. I WENT BACK INSIDE AND REPORTED
THE ISSUE TO KEVIN. KEVIN CALLED THE TECHNICIAN THAT HAS
BEEN WORKING IN MY TRUCK TO COME TALKED TO ME. THE
TECHNICIAN WENT OUTSIDE WITH ME, ASKED ME TO PUT THE
TRUCK BACK IN REVERSE TO SEE THE ISSUE. HE REMOVED THE
PLASTIC COVER WHERE THE CABLES ARE ON THE FRONT
PASSENGER SIDE. I ASKED WHAT WAS THE ISSUE, WHY HAVEN'T
THEY BEEN ABLE TO FIND THE ISSUE AND WHY A BROKEN
CAMERA WAS INSTALLED AND NOTHING WAS SAID TO ME. HE
APOLOGIZES FOR THE BROKEN CAMERA, HE SAID THAT IT WAS ON
HIM AND HE WAS SORRY. I LEFT THE TRUCK THERE AND TOLD
KEVIN AND THE TECHNICAL FOR THEM NOT TO CALL ME UNTIL
THE TRUCK WAS FIX. ON MONDAY, DECEMBER THE 14, 2020. KEVIN
CALLED TO TELL ME THAT I NEED IT TO PICK UP THE TRUCK AND
THAT A PART THAT IS NEEDED WAS ORDER, THAT IT WILL GET
HERE LATE JANUARY BUT THE TRUCK WAS READY FOR PICK. I
TOLD HIM THAT THIS WAS UNACCEPTABLE, THIS WAS THE
FOURTH TIME THAT THEY HAVE WORK ON THE SAME ISSUE AND
THEY CAN'T GET IT FIX. I ASKED TO SPEAK TO MANAGEMENT
BECAUSE I WAS NOT GOING TO PICK UP THE TRUCK UNTIL IT WAS
FIX. I GOT A CALLED THE SAME DAY FROM TROY WOODYARD. I
WAS NOT ABLE TO ANSWER DUE TO BE WITH A CLIENT. HE SEND
ME A TEXT(SEE PICTURE) STATING THAT I NEED TO PICK UP THE
TRUCK, I WAS NOT ABLE TO KEEP THE LOANER WHILE WAITING
FOR THE PART AND THAT A FEE OF $79 WAS GOING TO BE
CHARGE TO ME IF I DID NOT RETURNED IT. THE TRUCK IS STILL AT
THE DEALERSHIP

Same as above. 09/04/2020 09/18/2020 4174

Same as above. 11/18/2020 11/24/2020 6599

Same as above. 11/24/2020 6600
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June 28, 2021 
 
 

 

Crosby, TX   
 

VIA E-MAIL 

  
Carlin Davis 
General Motors, LLC 
P.O. Box 33169  
Level B Mailroom 
Attn: Michael Gracey 
Detroit, MI  48232-5169 

 

VIA E-MAIL 

 
NOTICE TO PARTIES 

 
TO:  Complainant 
 GENERAL MOTORS LLC, Respondent 
 CASE NO.  CAF 
 
Enclosed is a copy of the Decision and Order in this case.  
 
Pursuant to Texas Government Code §§ 2001.142 and 2001.144-2001.146, you are given notice that this 
Decision will become final unless a request for rehearing is timely filed.  A motion for rehearing must be 
filed by a party not later than the 25th day after the date the decision or order that is the subject of the 
motion is signed.   Any reply to a motion for rehearing must be filed not later than the 40th day after the 
date the decision or order that is the subject of the motion is signed. 
 
A motion for rehearing, and any reply to the motion for rehearing, shall be directed to the Chief Hearings 
Examiner and filed with: 
 
Office of Administrative Hearings 
Texas Department of Motor Vehicles 
4000 Jackson Avenue 
Austin, Texas 78731 
 
A copy of the motion for rehearing must be sent to all parties, and the motion must include a certificate of 
service or other affirmation that a copy of the motion has been sent to all parties.   
 
Enclosure 
 
cc: VIA EMAIL 
 Texas Department of Motor Vehicles 
 Enforcement Division, Lemon Law Section 
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DECISION AND ORDER 
 

  (Complainant) seeks relief pursuant to Texas Occupations Code §§ 2301.601-
2301.613 (Lemon Law) for alleged defects in her 2020 Cadillac XT6. Complainant asserts that 
the vehicle is defective because the vehicle’s display screen intermittently will go black and 
because some of the vehicle’s warning lights (including the check engine light [CEL]) 
intermittently illuminate. General Motors LLC (Respondent) argued that the vehicle is operating 
as designed and that no relief is warranted. The hearings examiner concludes that although the 
vehicle does have a currently existing warrantable defect, Complainant is entitled only to repair 
relief, as the defect does not substantially impair the use or market value of the vehicle and it 
does not create a serious safety hazard as defined in the Occupations Code.   
  

I. PROCEDURAL HISTORY, NOTICE AND JURISDICTION 
 
Matters of notice and jurisdiction were not contested and are discussed only in the Findings of 
Fact and Conclusions of Law. The hearing on the merits in this case initially convened in 
Houston, Texas on April 7, 2021, before Hearings Examiner Edward Sandoval.   
Complainant, represented herself at the hearing. General Motors LLC, Respondent, was 
represented by Carlin Davis, Business Resource Manager. The hearing was continued to April 
28, 2021, to review and take testimony regarding video evidence presented by Complainant. 
 
The hearing continuance was conducted telephonically by Hearings Examiner Edward Sandoval 
on April 28, 2021.   Complainant, appeared and represented herself at the 
continuance. General Motors LLC, Respondent, was represented by Carlin Davis, Business 
Resource Manager. The hearing record closed on April 28, 2021.  
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II. DISCUSSION 
 

A. Applicable Law 
 
The Lemon Law provides, in part, that a manufacturer of a motor vehicle must repurchase or 
replace a vehicle complained of with a comparable vehicle if the following conditions are met. 
First, the manufacturer is not able to conform the vehicle to an applicable express warranty by 
repairing or correcting a defect after a reasonable number of attempts.1 Second, the defect or 
condition in the vehicle creates a serious safety hazard or substantially impairs the use or market 
value of the vehicle.2 Third, the manufacturer has been given a reasonable number of attempts to 
repair or correct the defect or condition.3 Fourth, the owner must have mailed written notice of 
the alleged defect or nonconformity to the manufacturer.4 Lastly, the manufacturer must have 
been given an opportunity to cure the defect or nonconformity.5 
 
In addition to these conditions, a rebuttable presumption can be established that a reasonable 
number of attempts have been undertaken to conform a motor vehicle to an applicable express 
warranty if the same nonconformity continues to exist after being subject to repair four or more 
times by the manufacturer, converter, or distributor, or an authorized agent or franchised dealer 
of a manufacturer, converter, or distributor and the repair attempts were made before the earlier 
of: (A) the date the express warranty expires; or (B) 24 months or 24,000 miles, whichever 
occurs first, following the date of original delivery of the motor vehicle to the owner.6 
 
If a vehicle is found to have a nonconformity that creates a serious safety hazard which continues 
to exist, the rebuttable presumption that a reasonable number of repair attempts have been 
performed can be established if the vehicle has been subject to repair two or more times by the 
manufacturer, converter, or distributor, or an authorized agent or franchised dealer of a 
manufacturer, converter, or distributor and the attempts were made before the earlier of: (A) the 
date the express warranty expires; or (B) 24 months or 24,000 miles, whichever occurs first, 
following the date of original delivery of the motor vehicle to the owner.7 
 
“Serious safety hazard” means a life-threatening malfunction or nonconformity that substantially 
impedes a person’s ability to control or operate a vehicle for ordinary use or intended purposes, 
or creates a substantial risk of fire or explosion.8 
                                                      
1 Tex. Occ. Code § 2301.604(a).   
2 Id. 
3 Id. 
4 Tex. Occ. Code § 2301.606(c)(1).   
5 Tex. Occ. Code § 2301.606(c)(2).   
6 Tex. Occ. Code § 2301.605(a)(1)(A) and (B).   
7 Tex. Occ. Code § 2301.605(a)(2)(A) and (B).   
8 Tex. Occ. Code § 2301.601(4).   
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Finally, a rebuttable presumption can be established that a reasonable number of attempts have 
been undertaken to conform a motor vehicle to an applicable express warranty if the same 
nonconformity continues to exist that substantially impairs the vehicle’s use or market value, the 
vehicle has been out of service for repair for a cumulative total of 30 or more days, and the 
repairs attempts were made before the earlier of: (A) the date the express warranty expires; or 
(B) 24 months or 24,000 miles, whichever occurs first, following the date of original delivery of 
the motor vehicle to the owner.9 
 
The 30 day out of service requirement described in Section 2301.605(a)(3) does not include any 
period during which the manufacturer or distributor lends the vehicle owner a comparable motor 
vehicle while the owner’s vehicle is being repaired by a franchised dealer.10 
 
B. Complainant’s Evidence and Arguments 
 
Complainant purchased a new 2020 Cadillac XT6 from Ron Craft Chevrolet–Cadillac (Craft) in 
Baytown, Texas on April 30, 2020, with mileage of 125 at the time of delivery.11, Respondent 
provided a new vehicle limited warranty for the vehicle which provides coverage for four (4) 
years or 50,000 miles. In addition, Respondent provided a powertrain warranty for the vehicle’s 
powertrain providing coverage for six (6) years or 70,000 miles. On the date of the initial hearing 
the vehicle’s mileage was 10,409. At the time of hearing Respondent’s warranties were still in 
effect. 
 

Complainant testified that she has experienced issues with the vehicle’s display screen going 
black and with warning lights illuminating intermittently when she’s driving the vehicle.  
 
Complainant stated that sometime in August of 2020, she was driving the vehicle and when she 
put the vehicle’s transmission into reverse, the backup camera screen went black. The screen 
remained black after Complainant put the transmission back into park. Complainant contacted 
Craft’s service department to see about taking the vehicle in for repair for the issue.  
 
Complainant took the vehicle to Craft for repair on August 18, 2020. Craft’s service technician 
was able to recreate the problem, but did not find any stored trouble codes in the video 
processing control module.12 The technician determined that the backup camera had an 
intermittent fault and replaced the camera to resolve the issue.13 The vehicle’s mileage on this 
                                                      
9 Tex. Occ. Code § 2301.605(a)(3)(A) and (B).  
10 Tex. Occ. Code § 2301.605(c). 
11 Complainant Ex. 2, Buyer’s Order dated April 30, 2020. 
12 Complainant Ex. 5, Repair Order dated August 18, 2020. 
13 Id. 
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occasion was 3,974.14 The vehicle was in Craft’s possession until August 28, 2020, during this 
repair visit. Complainant was provided a loaner vehicle while her vehicle was being repaired.  
 
Complainant stated that the same day that she picked up the vehicle from Craft, the display 
screen went black again. She contacted Craft’s service department again to see about having the 
vehicle repaired. Craft’s representative advised Complainant that they would notify her when a 
loaner could be provided for her when she had the vehicle repaired. Complainant returned the 
vehicle to Craft for repair on September 4, 2020. Craft’s service technician verified that both the 
front and rear cameras were intermittently not working.15 In order to resolve the issue, the 
technician removed and reconnected the camera’s coax cable and determined that the camera 
was operating properly.16 The technician also determined that the backup camera’s bubble lens 
was cracked and that the camera needed to be replaced.17 The technician had to order a 
replacement camera, since none were available at the time.18 The mileage on the vehicle at the 
time was 4,174.19 The vehicle was in Craft’s possession until September 18, 2020, during this 
repair visit. Complainant was provided a loaner vehicle while her vehicle was being repaired. 
 
Complainant testified that the backup camera worked properly for about a week and a half and 
then the display screen started to intermittently go black again. Complainant contacted Craft’s 
service department about the issue and was informed that the replacement camera had been 
ordered and she would be informed when it arrived at the dealership. 
 
Complainant testified that another issue with the vehicle arose on November 17, 2020. On that 
date she was driving the vehicle and had just left her home. While driving several warning lights 
illuminated on the vehicle’s instrument cluster: the check engine light (CEL), stabilitrak 
warning, service parking brake warning light, and a service parking brake warning message. 
Complainant stated that the vehicle came to a complete stop in the middle of the road, although 
the engine was still running. The vehicle would not accelerate. Complainant turned the vehicle 
on and off and the warning lights cleared from the instrument cluster. After turning the vehicle 
on and off, the vehicle still would not accelerate normally, but Complainant was able to drive the 
vehicle back to her home. Complainant contacted the dealer about the issue, and they had the 
vehicle towed to Craft the following day, November 18, 2020. Craft’s service technician was 
unable to verify the issue, but did find loss of communication codes with the vehicle’s power 
steering control module on the vehicle’s computers.20 The technician determined that the vehicle 

                                                      
14 Id. 
15 Complainant Ex. 6, Repair Order dated September 4, 2020. 
16 Id, 
17 Id. 
18 Id. 
19 Id. 
20 Complainant Ex. 7, Repair Order dated November 18, 2020. 
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was operating as designed at the time.21 The technician also replaced the backup camera during 
this repair visit, but after installation discovered intermittent loss of signal from the camera.22 As 
a result, the technician taped down the backup camera’s coax cable as a temporary fix per 
Respondent’s instructions..23 The vehicle was in Craft’s possession until December 17, 2020, on 
this occasion.24 Complainant was provided with a loaner vehicle during this repair visit. The 
mileage on the vehicle at the time Complainant took it for repair on this occasion was 6,599.25 
Complainant initially refused to pick up the vehicle from Craft, but did so after she was informed 
that the dealer would no longer pay for the rental vehicle that she was driving. When 
Complainant picked up the vehicle, Craft’s representative informed her that she would be 
notified when the part needed for the permanent fix for the backup camera arrived at the 
dealership. She was also instructed to return the vehicle to Craft if the warning lights illuminated 
again. 
 
Complainant filed a Lemon Law complaint with the Texas Department of Motor Vehicles on 
December 16, 2020.26 Complainant did not provide written notice of her dissatisfaction with the 
vehicle to Respondent. 
 
In early January of 2021, Complainant saw the vehicle’s CEL illuminate again. On January 12, 
2021, she had the vehicle towed to Craft for repair for the issue. Craft’s technician was unable to 
duplicate the issue regarding the warning lights and did not find any stored diagnostic trouble 
codes (DTC’s) on the vehicle’s computers.27 Also, during this repair visit, the technician 
installed a new jumper harness to the vehicle’s camera to correct insufficient coax cable tension 
in order to address the issue regarding the backup camera going black intermittently.28 The 
vehicle’s mileage on this occasion was 7,789.29 The vehicle was in Craft’s possession until 
January 28, 2021, on this occasion. Complainant was provided a loaner vehicle while her vehicle 
was being repaired.  
 
During this period of time, Complainant was in contact with Respondent’s representatives who 
had contacted her in an attempt to resolve her complaints with the vehicle. The representative 
suggested that the vehicle be inspected by another dealer’s service personnel. Complainant 
agreed and allowed the vehicle to be towed on January 28, 2021, to Central Houston Cadillac 
(Central) located in Houston, Texas. Central’s service technician inspected the vehicle to attempt 

                                                      
21 Id. 
22 Id. 
23 Id. 
24 Id. 
25 Id. 
26 Complainant Ex. 1, Lemon Law Complaint. Complainant dated December 16, 2020.  
27 Complainant Ex. 9, Repair Order dated January 12, 2021. 
28 Id. 
29 Id. 
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to determine why the vehicle’s warning lights were illuminating.30 However, the technician was 
unable to recreate the issue and did not find any stored DTC’s on the vehicle’s computers.31 The 
vehicle’s mileage on this occasion was 7,800.32 The vehicle was in Central’s possession until 
February 12, 2021. Complainant was provided a loaner vehicle while her vehicle was being 
repaired. 
 
Complainant testified that the vehicle’s CEL has illuminated several times since February 12, 
2021. She has seen the CEL and other warning lights illuminate on the following dates:  
 

1. February 13, 2021, the CEL illuminated, two other warning messages appeared, 
2. February 15, 2021, the CEL illuminated, 
3. February 16, 2021, the CEL and the traction control warning lights illuminated, 
4. February 17, 2021, the CEL and the steering assist is reduced warning lights illuminated, 
5. February 19, 2021, the CEL illuminated. 

 
Complainant testified that the vehicle’s display screen went black on February 23, 2021 and 
February 24, 2021. Complainant stated that the screen last went black approximately two (2) to 
three (3) weeks prior to the April 28, 2021, hearing.  
 
Complainant testified that the warning lights have not illuminated since February of 2021. 
 
C. Respondent’s Evidence and Arguments 
 
Carlin Davis, Business Resource Manager, testified for Respondent. He has worked in the 
automotive industry for 14 years. His experience has all been with Respondent and he was 
worked in seven (7) different positions for Respondent. Mr. Davis is an Automotive Service 
Excellence (ASE) Certified Master Technician.  
 
Mr. Davis has never seen the vehicle. He did request that Complainant take the vehicle to 
Central for an inspection in January of 2021. Mr. Davis stated that Respondent’s field service 
engineers have not inspected the vehicle. Mr. Davis feels that the issue of the display screen 
going black was resolved on January 12, 2021, when Craft’s service technician installed a 
jumper harness to the vehicle’s camera to correct insufficient coax cable tension pursuant to 
Technical Service Bulletin (TSB) 21-NA-048. However, this TSB only was developed to address 
a known issue of a black screen in reverse with a red triangle and red camera with a circle and 
slash through it.33  
                                                      
30 Complainant Ex. 12, Repair Order dated January 28, 2021. 
31 Id. 
32 Id. 
33 Respondent Ex. 1, Technical Service Bulletin (TSB) 21-NA-048 undated. 
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Mr. Davis testified that he feels the vehicle is operating as designed.  
 
 
 
 
D.  Analysis 
 
Under the Lemon Law, Complainant bears the burden of proof to establish by a preponderance 
of evidence that a defect or condition creates a serious safety hazard or substantially impairs the 
use or market value of the vehicle. In addition, Complainant must meet the presumption that the 
manufacturer was given a reasonable number of attempts to repair or correct the defect or 
condition to conform the vehicle to an applicable express warranty.  Finally, Complainant is 
required to serve written notice of the defect or nonconformity on Respondent, who must be 
allowed an opportunity to cure the defect.  If each of these requirements is met and Respondent 
is still unable to conform the vehicle to an express warranty by repairing the defect or condition, 
Complainant is entitled to have the vehicle repurchased or replaced. 
 

1. Display Screen Issue 
 
One of Complainant’s concerns involved the vehicle’s display screen going black periodically. 
Complainant’s testimony was that this last occurred in April of 2021. Respondent felt that the 
issue was resolved by the January 12, 2021, repair when Craft’s service technician installed a 
jumper harness to the vehicle’s camera to correct insufficient coax cable tension pursuant to TSB 
21-NA-2021. However, this problem covered by the TSB is not the same problem Complainant 
is currently encountering with the vehicle. 
 
The evidence establishes that Complainant is still experiencing an issue with the vehicle’s 
display screen going black. However, the issue does not substantially impair the use or market 
value of the vehicle nor does it create a serious safety hazard as defined in the Occupations 
Code. As such, the hearings examiner must hold that this issue does not provide sufficient 
grounds to order repurchase or replacement of the vehicle; however, the hearings examiner will 
order Respondent to investigate and attempt to repair the concern with the vehicle’s display 
screen intermittently going black. 
 

2. Warning Lights Illuminating 
 
The evidence taken at hearing indicates that intermittently some of the vehicle’s warning lights, 
including the CEL, illuminate. The problem last occurred in late February of 2021. Even though 
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the issue is frustrating, it does not substantially impair the use or market value of the vehicle nor 
does it create a serious safety hazard as defined in the Occupations Code. As such, the hearings 
examiner must hold that this issue does not provide sufficient grounds to order repurchase or 
replacement of the vehicle; however, the hearings examiner will order Respondent to investigate 
and attempt to repair the concern with the vehicle’s warning lights illuminating. 
 
On the date of the initial hearing, the vehicle’s mileage was 10,409 and it remains under 
Respondent’s warranties. As such, Respondent is still under an obligation to repair the vehicle 
whenever there is a problem covered by the vehicle’s warranty. 
 
Complainant’s request for repurchase or replacement relief is denied. However, repair relief will 
be ordered for the complained of issues as described below.                  
 

III.   FINDINGS OF FACT 
 
1.   (Complainant) purchased a new 2020 Cadillac XT6 on April 30, 2020, 

from Ron Craft Chevrolet–Cadillac (Craft) in Baytown, Texas with mileage of 125 at the 
time of delivery.   

 
2. The manufacturer or distributor of the vehicle, General Motors LLC (Respondent), issued 

a new vehicle limited warranty for the vehicle which provides coverage for four (4) years 
or 50,000 miles, whichever occurs first. Respondent also provided a powertrain warranty 
for the vehicle providing coverage for six (6) years or 70,000 miles, whichever comes 
first. 
 

3. The vehicle’s mileage on the date of the initial hearing was 10,409. 
 
4. Respondent’s warranties were still in effect at the time of hearing. 

 
5. Complainant has observed that the vehicle’s display screen goes black intermittently and 

has also observed some of the vehicle’s warning lights, including the check engine light 
(CEL), illuminate intermittently. 

 
6. Prior to filing the Lemon Law complaint, Complainant took the vehicle to Respondent’s 

authorized dealer, Craft, on the following dates to address her concerns regarding the 
display screen going black and/or the warning lights illuminating issues: 
 
a. August 8, 2020, at 3,974 miles; 
b. September 4, 2020, at 4,174 miles; and 
c. November 18, 2020, at 6,599 miles. 
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7. On August 8, 2020, Craft’s service technician verified the issue regarding the backup 

camera going black, determined that an intermittent fault was present in the camera, and 
replaced the camera to resolve the issue. 

 
8. On September 4, 2020, Craft’s service technician found that both the front and backup 

cameras were intermittently inoperative. The technician disconnected the camera wiring 
and reconnected it to resolve the issue. In addition, the technician determined that the 
bubble lens on the backup camera was cracked and ordered a new camera for the vehicle. 
 

9. On November 18, 2020, Craft’s service technician replaced the backup camera, but after 
installation discovered intermittent loss of signal from the camera. As a result, the 
technician taped down the backup camera’s coax cable as a temporary fix per 
Respondent’s instructions. 
 

10. Also, on November 18, 2020, Craft’s service technician addressed Complainant’s 
concern that the service steering assist message appeared on the vehicle’s display screen. 
The technician found stored trouble codes indicating loss of communication with the 
vehicle’s power steering control module. However, the issue with the warning lights 
illuminating could not be duplicated, and the technician determined that the vehicle was 
operating as designed at the time. 
 

11. On December 16, 2020, Complainant filed a Lemon Law complaint with the Texas 
Department of Motor Vehicles (Department). 
 

12. On January 12, 2021, Complainant took the vehicle to Craft for repair for the backup 
camera and warning lights illuminating issues. The vehicle’s mileage at the time was 
7,789. 
 

13. During the repair visit described in Findings of Fact #12, Craft’s service technician 
installed a jumper harness to the vehicle’s camera to correct insufficient coax cable 
tension to address the issue regarding the backup camera going black intermittently. 
 

14. Also, on January 12, 2021, Craft’s service technician was unable to recreate the issue 
regarding the warning lights illuminating and did not find any stored diagnostic trouble 
codes (DTC’s) stored on the vehicle’s computers for the issue. As such, no repairs were 
performed for the concern. 
 

15. On January 28, 2021, Complainant had the vehicle towed to Central Houston Cadillac 
(Central) located in Houston, Texas for repair for the warning lights illuminating issue. 
The vehicle’s mileage at the time was 7,800. 
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16. During the repair visit described in Findings of Fact #15, Central’s service technician was 

unable to find any stored DTC’s and was unable recreate an issue with the vehicle’s 
warning lights illuminating. 
 

17. Complainant experienced the vehicle’s CEL illuminating several times between February 
13, 2021 through February 19, 2021. 
 

18. Complainant observed the vehicle’s display screen go black on February 23, 2021 and 
February 24, 2021 and sometime in early April of 2021. 

 
19. On March 3, 2021, the Department’s Office of Administrative Hearings issued a notice of 

hearing directed to Complainant and Respondent, giving all parties not less than 10 days’ 
notice of hearing and their rights under the applicable rules and statutes.  The notice 
stated the time, place and nature of the hearing; the legal authority and jurisdiction under 
which the hearing was to be held; particular sections of the statutes and rules involved; 
and the matters asserted. 
 

20. The hearing on the merits in this case initially convened in Houston, Texas on April 7, 
2021, before Hearings Examiner Edward Sandoval.   Complainant, 
represented herself at the hearing. General Motors LLC, Respondent, was represented by 
Carlin Davis, Business Resource Manager. The hearing was continued to April 28, 2021, 
to review and take testimony regarding video evidence presented by Complainant. 
 

21. The hearing continuance was conducted telephonically by Hearings Examiner Edward 
Sandoval on April 28, 2021.   Complainant, appeared and represented 
herself at the continuance. General Motors LLC, Respondent, was represented by Carlin 
Davis, Business Resource Manager. The hearing record closed on April 28, 2021.  
 
 

IV. CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 
 
1. The Texas Department of Motor Vehicles (Department) has jurisdiction over this matter.  

Tex. Occ. Code §§ 2301.601-2301.613 (Lemon Law). 
 
2. A hearings examiner of the Department’s Office of Administrative Hearings has 

jurisdiction over all matters related to conducting a hearing in this proceeding, including 
the preparation of a decision with findings of fact and conclusions of law, and the 
issuance of a final order.  Tex. Occ. Code § 2301.704. 
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3. Complainant timely filed a complaint with the Department. Tex. Occ. Code § 2301.204; 
43 Tex. Admin. Code § 215.202.  

 
4. The parties received proper notice of the hearing.  Tex. Gov’t Code §§ 2001.051, 

2001.052; 43 Tex. Admin. Code § 215.206(2). 
 

5. Complainant bears the burden of proof in this matter.  
 
6. Complainant proved by a preponderance of the evidence that the vehicle has verifiable 

defects or nonconformities, i.e., some of the vehicle’s warning lights, including the CEL, 
intermittently will illuminate and the display screen will go black intermittently. 
However, the defects do not present a serious safety hazard nor substantially impair the 
use or market value of the vehicle.  Tex. Occ. Code § 2301.604. 
 

7. Respondent remains responsible to address and repair or correct any defects that are 
covered by Respondent’s warranties. Tex. Occ. Code §§ 2301.204, 2301.603. 

 
8. Complainant’s vehicle does not qualify for replacement or repurchase.  Tex. Occ. Code 

§ 2301.604.   
 

9. Complainant is entitled to repair relief under the terms of Respondent’s warranty. Tex. 
Occ. Code § 2301.204. 

 
ORDER 

 
Based on the foregoing Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law, it is ORDERED that 
Complainant’s petition for replacement or repurchase relief pursuant to Texas Occupations Code §§ 
2301.601-2301.613 is hereby DISMISSED. It is FURTHER ORDERED that Respondent shall 
make any repairs needed to conform the vehicle (i.e., inspect the vehicle to address the issue of 
some of the vehicle’s warning lights, including the CEL, intermittently illuminating and the display 
screen going black intermittently) to the applicable warranty. Complainant shall deliver the subject 
vehicle to Respondent within 20 days after the date this Order becomes final under Texas 
Government Code § 2001.144.34 Within 40 days after receiving the vehicle from Complainant, 
Respondent shall complete repair of the subject vehicle. However, if the Department determines 
Complainant’s refusal or inability to deliver the vehicle caused the failure to complete the required 
repair as prescribed, the Department may consider Complainant to have rejected the granted relief 

                                                      
34 (1) This Order becomes final if a party does not file a motion for rehearing within 20 days after receiving a copy 
of this Order, or (2) if a party files a motion for rehearing within 20 days after receiving a copy of this Order, this 
Order becomes final when: (A) the Department renders an order overruling the motion for rehearing, or (B) the 
Department has not acted on the motion within 45 days after the party receives a copy of this Order. 
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and deem this proceeding concluded and the complaint file closed under 43 Texas Administrative 
Code § 215.210(2). 
 
SIGNED June 28, 2021. 
 
 
 

EDWARD SANDOVAL 
CHIEF HEARINGS EXAMINER 
OFFICE OF ADMINISTRATIVE HEARINGS 
TEXAS DEPARTMENT OF MOTOR VEHICLES 

 

































Natosha McKnight
REDACTION
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