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will be determined by a jury. Plaintiffs also seek pre-judgment and post-judgment interest at the
highest legal rate. |
1.
PARTIES

3. _ a resident of Harris County, Texas, and was at all
relevant times the lawfully wedded husband 0_

4. R : :sident of Harris County, Texas, and was at all relevant
times the lawfully wedded wife of_

- 4 Defendant Ford Motor Company (“Ford™) was and is a corporation organized and
existing uader the laws of the State of Delaware, with a principal placc of busincss in Dearborn,
Michigan, and was at all relevant times authorized and/or qualified to do business, and was and is
doing business, in the State of Texas. Ford was the manufacturer of a certain 2015 Ford Explorer
Police Interceptor Vehicle, Unit number 15C517, purchased and used by the Austin Police
Department as a patrol vehicle, hereafter referred to as the “Subject Vehicle.” At the time of the
incident which gives rise to this action, the Subject Vehicle was owned by the City of Austin and/or
the Austin Police Department, and was used as a marked police vehicle. Ford can be served
through its rcgistered agent for service of process, CT Corp System, 1999 Bryan St., Suite 900,
Dallas, TX 75201-3136.

6. Defendant Leif Johnson Ford is a corporation organized and existing under the laws
of the State of Texas, with its principal place of business located i Austin, Texas. Upon
information and belicf, Leif Johnson Ford serviced and maintained the Subject Vehicle to attempt
to remedy the defects in the Subject Vehicle as alleged below, but failed to remedy such defects.
Leif Johnson Ford can be served through its registered agent for service of process, Robert J.
Johnson, 501 East Koenig Lane, Austin, Texas 78751.

g i Upon information and belief, defendant John Doe Company 1 was, and is a
buginess, form unknown, with a principal place of business located in the Statc of Texas. Either
Leif Johnson Ford or John Doe Company 1 was the original scller of the Subject Vehicle to the
Austin Police Department.

8. Upon information and belief, Defendants John Doc Companies 2 through 5 were

and are businesses, forms unknown, with principal places of business located in the State of Texas.



John Doe Companies 2 through 5 serviced and maintained the Subject Vehicle to attempt to
remedy the defects in the Subject Vchicle as alleged below, but failed to remedy such defects.

9. The true names of defendants John Doe Companies 1 through 5 are currently
unknown to Plaintiffs, who thercfore sue those defendants by fictitious names. When the true
names and or capacities of the defendants are ascertained, Plaintiffs will seek leave of this Court
to amend their Petition accordingly.

10. Plaintiffs are informed and believe, and based thercon allege, that John Doe
Companies 1 through 5 were responsible, negligently or in some other actionable manner, for the
events and happenings herein referred to that proximately caused the damages to Plaintiffs as
hercinafler alleged, either through said defendant's own negligence or through the conduct of its
agents, servants, employees, or representatives in some other manner.

11.  Plaintiffs are informed and believe and based thercupon allege that at all times
mentioned hercin the defendants and each of them were the agents, servants, employees,
representatives and/or joint-venturers of their co-defendants and were, as such, acting within the
course, scope, and authority of said agency, services, employment, representation and/or joint
venture in that each and every defendant, as aforesaid when acting as principal, was negligent in
the selection and hiring of each and every other defendant as an agent, servant, cmployee,
representative, and/or joint-venturer.

12,  Plaintiffs are informed and believe, and based thereupon allege, that at all times
mentioned herein each of the defendants, including John Doe Defendants 1 through 5, inclusive,
and each of them, were the agents, servanis, employees, and representatives of each of the
remaining defendants and were at all times material hereto acting within the authorized course and
scope of said agency, scrvice, employment and/or represcntation, and/or that all of said acts,
conduct and omissions were subsequently ratified by their respective principals and the benefits
thereof accepted by such principals.

13. At all relevant times, Ford, Leif Johnson Ford, and John Doe Companics 1 through
5 were and are engaged in the business of manufacturing, fabricating, designing, assembling,
distributing, selling, inspecting, servicing, repairing, marketing, warranting, modifying,
aftermarket equipping and modifying, lcasing, renting, retailing, wholesaling, and advertising the
Subject Vehicle, and each and every component part thereof, which defendants knew, or in the

exercise of reasonable care should have known, would be used without inspeetion for defects in
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substantially impairing the Subject Vehicle’s utility. The safer alternative designs were
economically and technologically feasible at the time the Subject Vehicle left the control of these
defendamts by the application of existing or reasonably achicvable scientific knowledge.

21.  Defendants, therefore, are strictly liable to Plainti{fs under applicable products
liability law without regard to or proof of negligence or gross negligence, atthough Plaintiffs would
also show that the Subject Vehicle was negligently designed, manufactured, assembled, marketed
and sold in a defective condition and that such negligence and defects were producing and
proximate causes of injury to _dﬁ damages to Plaintiffs as
set forth herein,

22.  John Doc Company ! excrcised substantial control over the contents of wamings
or instructions that accompanied the original sale of the Subject Vehicle, and such warnings with
respect to the Subject Defects were inadequate. Plaintiffs’ harm resulted from the inadequacy of
such wamnings.

23.  John Doe Company } actually knew of the Subject Defects at the time it sold the
Subject Vehicle to the City of Austin and/or the Austin Police Department.

24,  The unrcasonably dangerous nature of the Subject Defects as outlined above
created a high probability that when the Subject Vehicle was used as intended, vehicle exhaust
mcluding poisonous carbon monoxide would come into the passenger compariment and
incapacitate the occupants of the vehicle.

25.  As a direct and legal resuli of the Subject Defects, Plainti i EGTGNGNG
suffered carbon monoxide poisoning, which in turn proximately caused him to suffer severe
neurological injuries which have required him to receive medical care which is ongoing. -
-ccks recovery for his past and futurc medical expenses, past lost income and future
lost earning capacity, and past and future damages for his physical pain and mental angu sh‘-

-as the spouse of’ _sceks. damages for the loss of her husband’s past
and future houschold services, past and future consortium including the loss of his affection,
solace, comfort, companionship, society, assistance, sexual relations, emaotional support, love, and

felicity necessary 1o a successful marriage.



VIL
ALLEGATIONS REGARDING EXEMPLARY DAMAGES
(Against Ford Only)

26.  Plaintiffs incorporate Paragraphs | to 25 of this Petition as if fully set forth herein.

27.  Plaintiffs are further informed and believe and thereon allege that Ford intentionally
engaged in conduct which, with respect to the Subject Defects that Plaintiffs allege herein were a
proximate and producing cause of their losses, damages, injuries and harm, exposed Plaintiffs and
other users of the Subject Vehicle to serious potential danger known to Ford in order to advance
Ford's pecuniary interests and thus acted with gross negligence with respect to the safety of the
plaintiffs and other users of the Subject Vehicle, warranting an award of excmplary damages
against Ford. The facts supporting Ford’s intentional conduct and gross negligence are on
information and belief, as follows.

28.  The Subject Vehicle is a modified Ford Explorer, and was introduced with the 2011
model year.

29.  The Subject Vehicle is part of the 5% generation Ford Explorer platform, which ran
from the 2011 model year to the 2015 model year. Upon information and belicf, Ford sold almost
900,000 Ford Explorers from 2011 through 2015, and over 65,000 Police Interceptor Utility
vehicles from 2012 through 2015. 2

30.  After the introduction of the 2011 Ford Explorer, Ford began receiving numerous
customer complaints of exhaust odor in the passenger compartments of Ford Explorer vehicles.

31. In or about December 2012, Ford issued a Technical Service Bulletin (TSB 12-12-
4) titled “Explorer Exhaust Odor in Vehicle” which acknowledged that “[s]Jome 2011-2013
Explorer vehicles may exhibit an exhaust odor in the vehicle with the auxiliary climate control
system on. Cusiomers may indicate the odor smells like sulfur.” After issuing\TSB 12-12-14,
Ford later issued TSB 14-0130 which again acknowledged an exhaust odor in Ford Explorer
vehicles, and added the 2014 and 2015 model year Explorer vehicles to the list of affected vehicles.
Ford’s TSB 12-12-4 and TSB 14-0130 were issued to authorized Ford dealers only, and did not
notify non-Ford automotive facilities or the general public of the exhaust problem, and did not
mention the fact that poisonous carbon monoxide gas could enter the passenger compartment and

affect and injure the vehicle occupants.



32.  Ford failed to notify the general public of the exhaust and carbon monoxide defect
despite Ford’s actual knowledge that the defect caused potentially lifc-threatening consequences
to occupants of the vehicles. Ford failed to recall Ford Explorer vehicles, including Police
Interceptor Utility vehicles to remedy the potential life-threatening defect.

33,  The known defect was especially risky to police officers like Zachary LaHood,
because police vehicles are typically left running throughout an officer’s shift in order to avoid the
need to re-boot the vehicle’s computer equipment.

34. FORD’s TSB 12-12-4 and TSB 14-0130 did not remedy the defect.

35.  One of the repairs prescribed by Ford’s TSB 12-12-4 was to replace the original
equipment driver’s side rear air extractor with a dual rate air extractor. Upon information and
belief, Ford suggested the replacement of the driver’s side rear air extractor, but not the passenger
side rear air extractor, because the air intake from the auxiliary air conditioning system is situated
dangerously close to the driver’s side rear air extractor, and this placement allows exhaust to enter
the passenger compartment. The replacement part, i.e. the dual rate air extractor, is formed from
polypropylene and over-molded with thermoplastic elastomer, and includes “living hinges” and
plastic torsional springs which arc meant to function as a one-way pncumatic valve. However,
Ford modified the dual rate extractors by adding a silicone-like substance to the upper most of the
three “living hinges”, a substance which was not, on information and belicf, intended to be par} of
the product by its manufacturer. This silicone-like substance causes the “living hinges” to remain
open, and allows exhaust fumes to enter the passenger compartment. Thus, the replacement dual
rate auto extractors did not fix the problem, and still allows dangerous and deadly exhaust fumes
to enter the passenger compartment.

36. A sccond repair prescribed by Ford’s TSB 12-12-4 was to replace the valve
assembly auto drains on the rear lifi-gate of the vehicles. The original valve assembly auto drains
were defective because they allowed exhaust fumes to enter the passenger compartment. The
replacement valve assembly auto drains failed to fix the exhaust problem.

37. Ford failed to properly scal the horizonial sheet metal lap joints on both sides, and
failed to properly seal the rear sheet metal overlap flange across the rear of the vehicle and the
auxiliary air conditioning lines, on Ford Explorer vehicles. Ford’s TSB 12-12-4 suggested
spraying “generous amounts” of rubberized undercoating and scam sealer on the foregoing joints,

flanges, and lines. However, the suggested repair did not fix the exhaust problem.
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38.  In sum, Ford knew that its Ford Explorer vehicles and Police Interceptor Utility
vehicles, including the Subject Vehicle, were defective in that the design of those vehicles allowed
deadly exhaust fumes, including poisonous carbon monoxide, to enter the passenger compartment.
Ford failed to notify the general public of this defect, and issued a Ford Technical Safety Bulletin
to authorized dealers only, and the suggested repairs failed to fix the problem.

39.  Ford’s design of the 5 generation Ford Explorer platform, specifically related to -
the defects alleged herein, is the subject of multiple pending class action lawsuits, including but
not limited to _ Ford Motor Company, Case No._
pending in the United States District Court, Southem District of Florida, and Michael
Cunningham, et. al. v. Ford Motor Company, Case No. | pcnding in the United
States District Court, Southern District of California. Ford was also aware of a pending personal
injury lawsuit entitled |GG o v. Ford Motor Company, Case ||| EEGEGzGzINR
-pcnding in Orange County (California) Superior Court, in which a Newport Beach
Police Officer passed out from carbon monoxide poisoning while traveling at highway speeds and
crashed into a tree, suflering severe injuries. Each of those actions, which were filed prior to the
Subject Incident, allege the same defects as alleged herein. Despite the pendency of those class
action lawsuits, and the personsl injury lawsuit, Ford still made no efforts to notify the gencral
public of the defects in the Ford Explorer vehicles and Police Interceptor Utility vehicles, including
the owner and users of the Subject Vehicle, despite actual knowledge of the defect and the
potentially deadly consequences which arise when the drivers of such vehicles are exposed to
poisonous carbon monoxide while daving. Such conduct by Ford was grossly negligent.

40. On January 2,2015, over two years before the Subject Incident, Ford representative
Bob Gray testified under penalty of perjury in an arbitration proceeding in Fort Lauderdale, FL
entitled _ Ford Motor Company. That arbitration concerned Mr.- claim
that his car was leaking exhaust into the passenger compartment. Ford, through Mr. Gray, testified
that:

A. “It scems to be happening across the only — across the design line. They can’t - so then

it really 15 a design issue, not a problem with this particular vehicle.” (Transcript at
50:2-6).
B. “There is another finc line there that, you know, this is happening across the — the

Explorers over a number of years. It — it doesn’t seem to be a problem with an

. -



individual part or an individual vehicle that was misbuilt. Tt docs seem to be a design
issuc.” (Transcript at 83:13-18).

C. “And then, in terms of — of repairs. As I said, we’re working on it. Iwish I had a better
answer for that. 1don’t, and I can only apologize on behalf of Ford for that, because,
you know, it’s obviously taking longer than anybody wants, especially our customers
who have the vchicle. (Transcript at 51:2-8).

D. “In terms of the request for repairs, as scon as we have a robust fix, something that’s
going to actually do the job, we would love to get it done. That should be very soon.
1 know that that’s what the customer was told, you know;, all those months ago; but we
fecl that we’ve taken steps along the way. We have come out with two technical service
bulletins trying to address it, and we do want to get it fixed. So we are not saying no
10 a repair; we are just saying we have to have the fix first” (Transcript at 84:25-
85:12).

41.  InJuly 2016, the National Highway Transportation Safety Administration opened

an investigation into the defects alleged herein.

42.  Ford’s actions and inactions, as described above, were thus grossly negligent and
undertaken with a willful and conscious disregard for the rights and safety of consumers and users
of Ford Explorer vehicles and Police Interceptor Utility vehicles, including the Subject Vehicle, to
advance Ford’s pecuniary interests, and such conduct was despicable because such aforesaid
conduct would and could kill people. Ford failed to wamn the public of the potentially deadly
nature of the defect, and failed to recall the involved vehicles, including the Subject Vehicle, '
thereby callously and needlessly risking public safety to its own pecuniary benefit.

43.  Plaintiffs further allege that Ford’s conduct was undertaken by its officers and
managers who had am, subjective awareness of the extreme degree of risk involved, considering
the probability and magnitude of the potential harm, but nevertheless proceeded with conscious
indifference to the rights, welfare and safety of the users of its vehicles, including the Subject
Vehicle. Ford specifically authorized the conduct alleged above with full awareness of the risks,
dangers, and likelihood of injury.

44,  As a direct and proximate result of Ford’s conduct, an award of exemplary and
punitive damages against Ford is proper and appropriate to punish Ford and to deter such conduct
in the future.
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VIIL.
SECOND CAUSE OF ACTION —NEGLIGENT UNDERTAKING
(Against Leif Johnson Ford and John Doe Companies 2 through 5)

45.  Plaintiffs incorporate paragraphs 1 through 44 above as if fully set forth herein.

46.  Leif Johnson Ford and John Doe Companies 2 through 5 undertook to perform
services on the Subjcct Vehicle with respect to the Subject Defects alleged above which they knew
or should have known were necessary for Plaintiffs’ protection. |

47.  Leif Johnson Ford and John Doe Companies 2 through 5 failed to exercise
reasonable care in performing those services.

48.  Lcif Johuson Ford’s and John Doc Companies 2 through 5’s negligent performance
of the services they undertook increased Plaintiffs’ risk of harm.

49.  Leif Johnson Ford’s and John Doe Companies 2 through 5’s negligence was a
proximate and producing cause of Plaintiffs’ injuries and damages as alleged above in paragraph
23.

IX.
REQUEST FOR DISCLOSURE

50.  Pursuant to Rule 194 of the Texas Rules of Civil Procedure, Plaintiffs request that
Defendants provide the information specified in Rule 194.2.

X.
JURY DEMAND

51.  Plaintiffs assert their rights under the United States and Texas Constitutions and
demand a jury trial.

XL
CONDITIONS PRECEDENT
52.  All conditions precedent to Plaintiffs’ claims have been performed or have

occurred.
XI.

PRAYER FOR RELIEF
53.  For these reasons, Plaintiffs ask the Court to cause Citations to issue and to require
Defendants to appear before a jury in the trial of this civil action. After a final jury trial, Plaintiffs
ask the Court to sign a Judgment against Defendants, and in Plaintiffs’ favor for:
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Actual damages as allowed by faw;

Exemplary damages (against Ford only) as allowed by law;

Pre-judgment interest as allowed by law;

Court costs;

Post-judgment interest as allowed by law; and

Any additional relicf that the Court believes to be just and proper.

Respectfully submitted,

REEVES & BRIGHTWELL LLP

/s/ Beverly Reeves

BEVERLY G. REEVES
State Bar No. 16716500
RYAN PIERCE

State Bar No. 24035413
221 W. 6% 8t., Ste 1000
Austin, TX 78701
Telephone: 512.334.4501
Fax: 512.334.4492

and
BISNAR | CHASE LLP

SCOTT A. RITSEMA

CA State Bar No. 138193
Pro Hac Vice pending
1301 Dove St., Ste. 120
Newport Beach, CA 92660
Telephone: 949.752.2999
Fax: 949.752.2777

ATTORNEYS FOR PLAINTIFFS
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monoxide poisoning, plaintiff suffered a broken foot, a broken jaw, and bruising to her lcft
shoulder, face, and knees.
CAUSES OF ACTION
CLAIM 1 - LOUISIANA PRODUCT LIABILITY ACT
T
Defendant FORD MOTOR. was the manufacturer of the Subject Vehicle at issue as that

term is defined by Louisiana Revised Statute 9:2800.53(1).

8.
Plaim.iﬂ'-as damaged by a reasonably anticipated use of the Subject
Vehicle.
9.

The Subject Vehicle manufactured by FORD MOTOR and sold by BILL HOOD FORD
was unreasonably dangerous in design, construction, and composition and the defects in the
Subject Vehicle existed at the time it left the control of FORD MOTOR. |

10.

To the extent any modifications were made to the vehicle after it left FORD MOTOR,
those modifications were reasonably anticipated modifications necessary to outfit the vehicle for
police work.

11

Despite actual knowledge of the existence of the defect, as detailed below, FORD
MOTOR provided no waming to owners or operators. The potential exposure to exhaust and
carbon monoxide renders the 2016 Ford Explorer unsafe to drive. FORD MOTOR has known
about this problem since 2009. FORD MOTOR allegedly made changes to the design of the
2016 Explorer as a result of a nationwide class action litigation involving the 2011-2015
Explorer models causing injury and death. The changes were ineffective at preventing deadly
levels of carbon monoxide from entering the passenger’s compartment of the vehicle.

12.

FORD MOTOR admitted to a design defect with respect to the 2011.2015 Ford Explorer

Models and issued several technical service bulleting purporting to have addressed the issues.
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13;

FORD MOTOR has not acknowledged the defect in the 2016 Explorer models despite

more than one incident of this nature having occurred in identical models.
14.

FORD MOTOR has designed, manufactured, sold, and leased the 2016 model yéar Ford
Explorer when it knew or should have known of such defects, and that defects in the prior model
year were not fixed.

15.

FORD MOTOR has failed to notify owners and operators of the 2016 Ford Exploret of

the defect in the 2016 model year Ford Explorers that exposed plaintiff to a life safety hazard,
16.

Plaintiff reasonably expected to have the Subject Vehicle operate in a normal and
customary manner, free from exposure to potentially noxious and ‘dcadly exhaust gases entering
the vehicle’s cabin during normal and expected use.

17. _

To date, FORD MOTOR has not acknowledged defects in the 2016 Ford Explorer
operated by plaintiff when she was injured or generally that the 2016 mode! year Ford Explorers
contain design flaws and/or defective exhaust and/or HVAC systems permitting exhaust, carbon
monoxide, and other potentially dangerous gases into the passenger compartments of those
vehicles.

18.

1 The defects in the Subject Vehicle (hereafter the “Subject Defects”) included, but
were not limited to, the following; _

a. Designing, manufacturing, and assembling the Subject Vehicle in such a way that
exhaust and other gasses, including poisonous carbon monoxide, are allowed to enter the
passenger compartment of the vehicle.

b. Designing, manufacturing, and assembling the bumpers and/or tailpipes of the
Subject Vehicle such that exhaust and other gasses, including poisonous carbon monoxide, may
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accumulate behind the bumper and within the interior and exterior panels, allowing those gasses
to permeate the passenger compartment of the vehicle.

c. Designing, manufacturing and assembling the Subject Vehicle using defective
rear air extractors which permit exhaust and other gasses, including poisonous carbon monoxide,
to enter the passenger compartment of the vehicle.

d. Designing, manufacturing and assembling the lift-gate in the rear of the Subject
Vehicle using defective drain valves, which permitl exhaust and other gasses, including
poisonous carbon monoxide, to enter the passenger compartment of the vehicle.

e.  Designing, manufacturing and assembling the Subject Vehicle with sheet metal
panels and overlaps which permit exhaust and other gasses, including poisonous carbon
monoxide, to enter the passenger compartment of the vehicle.

f.  Designing, manufacturing and assembling the Subject Vehicle with joints and
seams which permit exhaust and other gasses, including poisonous carbon monoxide, to enter the
passenger compartment of the vehicle.

g Designing, manufacturing, and assembling the Subject Vehicle with rear auxiliary
air conditioning system parts which are defectively designed and/or located too close in |
proximity to the driver side rear air extractor, such that exhaust and other gasses, including
poisonous carbon monoxide, may enter the auxiliary air conditioning system and the passenger
compartment of the vehicle.

h, Failing to warn regarding the Subject Defects.

19.

" There were safer alternative designs that would have prevented these defects. The safer
alternative designs would have prevented or significantly reduced the risk of injury without
substantially impairing the Subject Vehicle’s utility. The safer alternative designs: were
economically and technologically feasible at the time the Subject Vehicle left the control of these

defendants by the application of existing or reasonably achievable scientific knowledge. _
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20.
On information and belief, the airbag system in the Subject Vehicle was also defective
and failed to deploy as a result of the defect, causing more extensive damage to Plaimi_

FORD MOTOR knew or should have known that the 2016 model year Explorers were

21,

dangerous and defective such that drivers and passengers of those vehicles may be exposed to
carbon monoxide and other dangerous gases while the vehicles are in operation. As of the date of
this filing, FORD MOTOR still has not warned owners and operators of the dangers carbon
monoxide poisoning.

2, _

As 2 direct result of FORD MOTOR’s manufacturing defects, Plainti_
suffered and continues to suffer from the effects of carbon monoxide poisoning, as well as other
physical injuries, including a broken foot and broken jaw. Plaintiff B-has also
suffered general damages in the form of pain and suffering, mental anguish, fear, grief, anxiety,
and worry. Plaintiff -ea also suffered from lost wages as aresult of her injuries.

23.

Plnintihas suffered the loss of his wife’s past and future household
services, past and future consortium including the loss of his affection, solace, comfort,
companionship, socicty, assistance, sexual relations, emotional support, love, and felicity ‘
necessary to a successful marriage.

CLAIM 2-NEGLIGENCE
24,

Plaintiffs incorporate the foregoing paragraphs and state further that Defendant BILL
HOOD FORD sold the vehicle to the Henderson Police Department without warning of the
defects in the prior year models or waming of the potential dangers, which ultimately caused

harm to Plaintiffs as set forth above.
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23;

Defendant LA AUTO REPAIR negligently undertook to inspect and repair the vehicle
and failed to identify the issue with the exhaust system that caused carbon monoxide to enter the
Subject Vehicle and pmsor-

CLAIM 3 - LOUISIANA UNFAIR TRADE PRACTICES ACT
2%,

Defendants actions alleged herein also constitute unfair and deceptive trade practices
under La. R.S. 51:1405, et seq,

21.

Specifically, Defendants were awarc or should have been aware of the dangerous
condition of the vehicle and failed to remedy or warn of the defects, On information and belief,
Defendants hid the defect in order to maximize sales of the police interceptor units,

28.

Plaintiffs seek and entitled to all available damages under the Louisiana Unfair Trade
Practices Act and simultancously with the filing of this pleading are sending a copy of same to
the Louisiana Attorney General’s office pursuant to La. R.S. 51:1409,

CLAIM 4 FRAUD
29.

The actions of all DEFENDANTS herein constituted actionable fraud under Lotﬁsiana
Civil Code article 1953, through suppression of the truth, silence, and inaction. FORD MOTOR
and BILL HOOD FORD knew or should have known of the danger based on the
acknowledgement of the issue with respect to prior year models, and failed to warn or disclose in
order to obtain the advantage of the sale and, in turn, causing injury to Plaintiffs.

PRAYER FOR RELIEF

WHEREFORE, the foregoing considered, Plaintiffs, _and her
busband, [ - -

1. Defendants be duly cited and served with a certified copy of this petition and be

commanded to respond thereto;
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