INFORMATION REDACTED PURSUANT TOTHE FREEDOM
OF INFORMATION ACT (FOIA), 5 U.5.C.552(B)(6)



i By negligently designing the electrical circuit which controls the
vehicles’ cruise control;

J- By designing an electrical circuit that supplies continuous
electrical power to the speed control switch when the vehicle is
parked, not running with the ignition key off, thereby providing an
ignition source for the fire;

k. By failing to provide adequate engineering design specifications to
TI and/or DP concerning the number of cycles the speed control
deactivation switch would encounter over the subject vehicles'
foreseeable life. Additionally, Ford failed to consider or provide
switch cycle data created by the vehicles' anti-lock brake,
suspension leveling and traction control systems;

1. By failing to provide adequate engineering design specifications to
TI, :
m. By failing to include an adequate electrical current limiting device

in the electrical circuit which supplies power to the switch;

n By instituting an unreasonable date of production to achieve “Job
One”;
0. In failing to adequately manufacture, investigate, engineer and/or

test the speed control switch prior to distribution to Ford for
inclusion into the subject vehicles;

p- In failing to design a speed control switch which does not allow the
intrusion of corrosive substances in contact with the electrical
components of the switch;

q. In failing to test the speed control switch prior to distribution based
on foreseeable electrical, thermal, cyclical, and environmental
conditions the switch would encounter during the expected life of
the vehicle and/or speed control switch;

. In failing to consider previous failure and/or engineering problems
associated with the use of "KAPTONg" in similar hydraulic
pressure switches where chemical attack, mechanical forces,
and/or manufacturing processes were suspected but not considered
during the design, manufacture and/or marketing of the speed
control deactivation switch installed on Plaintiffs' vehicles;
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V.

In failing to advise Ford and/or DP and/or the Plaintiffs that
"KAPTONg" failures had occurred in other similarly designed
pressure switches;

" In supplying and/or distributing defective components for

installation in vehicles such as the vehicle in question without
correcting such defects;

By failing to design and manufacture the switch with electrical
components which would not corrode and cause an electrical short

and fire; and

In such other respects as may be shown by the discovery or at trial.

COUNT 1V — GROSS NEGLIGENCE AS TO FORD

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

petition as if fully and completely set forth herein.

52.  The Plaintiffs' resulting damages, injuries and losses were caused by the gross

negligence, fraud and malice of the Defendant Ford. The conduct of Defendant Ford constitutes

gross negligence, fraud and malice as those terms are understood under Texas law in that it

constituted conscious indifference to the rights and welfare of persons affected by it. As a result,

Plaintiffs seek to recover exemplary damages from Defendant Ford as a result of its gross

negligence, fraud, deceit and malice. Plaintiffs intend to show that the factors the jury may

consider in determining the amount of exemplary damages which should be awarded include:

a. the nature of the wrong committed by Ford;

b. the character of Ford's conduct;

c. the degree of culpability of Ford,

d. the situation and sensibilities of the parties concerned; and
e. the extent to which Ford's conduct offends a public sense of justice and
propriety.
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COUNT VII - DAMAGES

57.  Plaintiffs hereby adopt and re-allege each and every Paragraph of this petition as
if fully copied and set forth at length herein.

58. Plaintiffs would show that their damages, injuries and/or losses are within the
jurisdictional limits of this Court, and include property damages, loss of their vehicle(s),
structure, contents, loss of use of vehicle and structure, mental anguish, costs to repair or replace
their property, and an-y' other consequential damages foreseeably arising from the incident in
question.

59.  Defendants’ conduct, as set forth above, was a proximate and producing cause of
the injuries and damages sustained by Plaintiffs.

REQUEST FOR JURY TRIAL

60. Demand for Jury Trial: Plaintiffs have requested a trial by jury and have tendered
the required fee.

61. WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs pray that Defendants be cited to answer and appear
herein, and that upon final trial, Plaintiffs have, among other things:

1. Judgment against Defendants, jointly and severally, for compensatory
damages in excess of the minimum jurisdictional limits of the Court;

2. Judgment against Defendant Ford for punitive damages in excess of the
minimum jurisdictional limits of the Court;

3. Pre-judgment interest in accordance with Texas law;
4. Post-Judgment interest in accordance with Texas law;
5. Costs of Court; and
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6. Such other and further relief to which Plaintiffs show themselves justly
entitled to receive.

Respectfully submitted,

LEGER ADKINS, LLP

/ﬂL/

BRADLEY L. LEGER

State Bar No. 24039899

PIERCE M. ADKINS

State Bar No. 24043524

2323 §. Shepherd Dr., Suite 915
Houston, Texas 77019
Telephone: (713) 574-5558
Facsimile: (713) 574-1894
blegerzlegeradkins.com

ATTORNEYS FOR PLAINTIFES
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March 19, 2009

Should you have any questions or concerns, please do not hesitate
to contact me.

Sincerely,

Carmen Hinton

Claim Representative

(707) 641-7076

State Farm General Insurance Company
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