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7)

10)

11)

12)

13)

14)

Whether Defendants should reasonably have foreseen that the defects in
vehicles that they sold to Class Members would create dangerous
conditions, subjecting Class Members to harm as a result;

Whether Defendants’ sale to Class Members of vehicles that they knew to
be defective constituted unjust enrichment;

Whether Defendants’ conduct, including but not limited to the concealment
of defects in vehicles sold to Class Members, violated California’s Unfair
Competition Law, Cal. Bus. & Prof. Code § 17200, et seq.;

Whether Defendants breached express warranties provided to Class
Members;

Whether Defendants breached the implied warranty that vehicles sold to
Class Members would be fit for a particular purpose,

Whether Defendants’ conduct, including but not limited to the concealment
of defects in vehicles sold to Class Members, breached the covenant of
good faith and fair dealing;

Whether Defendants’ deceptive, fraudulent and misleading labeling,
statements, advertising, marketing and sales of the vehicles sold to Class
Members violated the Lanham Act, 15 U.S.C. § 1125(a); and

The extent and amount of damages to which Class Members are entitled,
including but not limited to compensation for the reduced resale value of

their vehicles.

These questions of law and fact—questions that include virtually all of the major issues

in this lawsuit—are more than enough to meet the requirements of Rule 23(a)(2). Cf.

Bouman v. Block, 940 F.2d 1211, 1232 (9"" Cir. 1991) (holding that the requirement had

been met where “a common legal issue” and “a common factual problem” had been

identified).
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