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Members and for the court system as a whole. Individualized litigation would create the risk of
inconsistent or varying adjudication that could establish incompatible standards of conduct for
Defendants and would create the risk of adjudications that would, as a practical matter, be
dispositive of the interests of Class Members not parties to the adjudications. By contrast, the
class action device provides the benefits of a single adjudication, economies of scale, and
comprehensive supervision by a single court. {(b)(2)Defendant has acted on grounds generally
applicable to all members of the class so that final injunctive and declaratory relief ordering
inspections and/or other remedial measures is appropriate to the class as a whole.
COUNT1

VIOLATION OF THE MICHIGAN
CONSUMER PROTECTION ACT

28. Plaintiff re-alleges all preceding paragraphs.

29, Defendants violated the Michigan Consumer Protection Act, MCL §
445.901, et. seq., by, inter alig: Failing to adequately reveal before and/or at the time of
purchase of vehicles, various material facts, the omission of which tends to mislead or deceive
the consumer, and which facts could not reasonably be known by the consumer, by failing to
adequately and clearly inform consumers that said vehicles had an unreasonable risk of sudden
unintended acceleration, in violation of MCL § 445.903(s).(bb} & (cc);

30. In fact, the named Plaintiff, being a typical reasonable consumer, would
not have purchased the products if the Defendants had complied with the MCPA.

31 A reasonable consumer would want to know by clear disclosure before
purchasing such products that the products have an undisclosed propensity for sudden

unintended acceleration.
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