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its principal place of business in Michigan, doing business in the State of Texas and may be

served through its registered agent for service of process at CT Corporation System, 350 N. St.

———————

Paul Street, Dallas, Texas 75201.

12. DEFENDANT TEXAS INSTRUMENTS INCORPORATED (Hereinafter “TI1”)

is, and at all times material hereto was, a corporation organized under the laws of the state of

Delaware, with its principal place of business in Texas, and may be served through its registered

agwmuf_mggg_sg,_loseph Hubach, 7839 Churchill Way, Dallas, Texas 75251.
JURISDICTION AND VENUE
13.  This Court has jurisdiction over Defendants because said corporations did

business in the State of Texas; their products were used and/or sold within the State of Texas in
the ordinary course of business; and because the exercise of jurisdiction over Defendants does
“not offend traditional notions of fair play and substantial justice.
-14.  The court has jurisdiction over the controversy because the damages are within
the junisdictional limits of the court.

15.  Venue is proper in Dallas County, Texas pursuant to TEX. CIV. PRAC. & REM.
CODE ANN. § 15.002(a) (Vernon Supp. 1999) as Defendant TI’s principal place of business is,
and was at all times material hereto, in Dallas County, Texas.

16.  All Plaintiffs are asserting claims arising out of a series of transactions or
occurrences that involve a fire caused by a defective cruise control switch. Further, questions of
law, fact, or both, common to the claims of all Plaintiffs will arise in this case. Common fact
questions include facts regarding knowledge of the dangers associated ;avith the defective cruise

control switch, facts regarding the manufacture, design and distribution of the defective cruise
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b. The vehicle in question was placed on the market without adequate
warning to it users, ultimate users and consumers of the propensities of

igniting;

c. The vehicle in question was placed on the market without adequate
warnings to consumers and Plaintiffs in particular of the tendency of the
vehicle in question to ignite;

d. The standard of care in the design, development and manufacture of the
vehicle in question, which a reasonable prudent manufacturer of the same
or similar motor vehicles would have used, under the same or similar
circumstances, was not used by Ford;

€. The testing utilized by Ford to test the vehicle in question was inadequate,

f. The vehicle in question was negligently and improperly designed and
manufactured, when Ford knew or should have known that the vehicle was
unsafe and would cause irreparable harm and unreasonable risk of harm to
Plaintiffs; and

g. The vehicle in question was improperly and inadequately tested and
inspected by Ford. ’
4]1.  Plaintiffs allege that the vehicle in question was defective and unsafe for its

intended purpose at the time the vehicle left Ford and at the time of the incident in question. The
vehicle in question was defective because it was unreasonably dangerous, in that, it suddenly and
unexpectedly ignited.

42.  The design, manufacture and marketing of the vehicle in question was a
proximate and/or producing cause of all injuries suffered by Plaintiffs as hereinafter more
particularly alleged.

COUNT 1I - STRICT LIABILITY AS TO TI

43, Plaintiffs hereby adopt, restate and re-allege each and every paragraph of this

petition as if fully and completely set forth herein.
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44, TI is, and was at the time of the occurrence in question, engaged in the business of
marketing and selling speed control de-activation switch’s, including the one included in the
vehicle in question.

45.  TI has a duty and had a duty at the time of manufacture of the speed control de-
activation switch to market a product in a responsible and safe way so as not to cause injury or
damage to the Plaintiffs.

46. By marketing and conveying a defective product, such as the speed control de-
activation switch at issue here, TI furnished to consumers a product which was and is
unreasonably dangerous to Plaintiffs. The product was defective in that it would malfunction and

cause fires. Specifically TI is strictly liable in the following regards:

a. Marketing, advertising and conveying a speed control de-activation switch
which had a dangerous propensity to malfunction and catch vehicles on
fire; '

b. Placing the speed control de-activation switch on the market without

adequate warning to its users, ultimate users and consumers thereof of the
propensities for igniting;

c. The standard of care in marketing, advertising and conveying speed
control de-activation switches which a reasonable prudent manufacturer of
the same or similar product would have used, under the same or similar
circumstances, was not used by; and

d. Negligently and improperly marketing, advertising and conveying the
speed control de-activation switch when TI knew or should have known
that the product was unsafe and would cause irreparable harm and
unreasonable risk of harm to Plaintiffs.

47. Plaintiffs allege that the product in question was defective and unsafe for its

intended purpose at the time the speed control de-activation switch left TI and at the time the

Plaintiffs became in possession of said product. The speed control de-activation switch was
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