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Defendant does not have an office or place of business in the State of Minnesota, but
does maintain a registered agent in Ramsey County. Therefore, pursuant to Minn. Stat. § 542.09,
venue is proper in Ramsey County.

6.
On or about April 1, 2017, Plaintiff purchased and took delivery of a new 2017 Ford
Expiore;' (the “subject vehicle™).
7.
Defendant manufactured the subject vehicle.
8.
The vehicle identification number of the subject vehicle is 1FM5K8G’I‘4H. |
9.

Included with Plaintiff’s purchase of the subject vehicle was an express written vehicle
warranty (the “subject warranty™).

10.

The problems, conditions and/or defects experienced by Plaintiff are evidenced by, but
not necessarily lix;nited to, defective rear heating system, carbon monoxide smell emanating into
vehicle, as well as any and all other complaints reported by Plaintiff to Defendant and/or its
authorized dealership(s).

il 7"
Plaintiff presented the above-referenced defects and/or conditions in the subject vehicle

to Defendant and/or its authorized dealership(s) for repairs on numerous occasions.



12.

Defendant and/or its authorized dealership(s) attempted an unreasonable number of

repairs of the above-referenced defects and/or conditions without success.
| 13.

On February 6, 2018, Plaintiff, through his attorney, gave notice that Plaintiff believed
Defendant had taken an unreasonable amount of time and/or number or repair attempts to
conform the subject vehicle to Defendant’s warranty, thereby violating without limitation, the
Minnesota Lemon Law, the Magnuson-Moss Warranty Act and the Minnesota Uniform
Commercial Code and that, as a result, Plaintiff no longer wanted the vehicle.

COUNT 1
VIOLATION OF MINN. STAT. § 325F.665, SUBD. 2.
(“MINNESOTA LEMON LAW?”)

14.

Plaintiff realleges Paragraphs 1 through 13 as though fully set forth herein.
15.

Plaintiff is a “consumer” as the Minnesota Lemon Law defines that term.
16.

Defendant is a “manufacturer” as the Minnesota Lemon Law defines that term.
5

The new vehicle warranty purchased by Plaintiff is a “manufacturer’s express warranty”
and “warranty” as the Minnesota Lemon Law defines those terms.

18.

The subject vehicle is a “motor vehicle” as the Minnesota Lemon Law defines that term.



19.

Plaintiff reported one or more of the vehicle nonconformities outlined above to
Defendant and/or its authorized dealers witﬁn two years following the date of original delivery
of the new motor vehicle to Plaintiff.

20.
Plaintiff reported one or more of the vehicle .nonconformitits outlined above to
Defendant and/or its authorized dealers during the term of the applicable express warranty.
21. |
With respect to one or more of the above-referenced nonconformities, Defendant and/or
‘ its authorized dealerships failed to make the repairs nec;essary to conform the subject vehicle to
the applicable express warranty.
22.

With respect to one or more of the above-referenced nonconformities, Defendant and/or
its authorized dealerships failed to make the repairs necessary to conform the subject vehicle to
the requirements of the Minnesota Lemon Law.

23,
Defendant has therefore violated Minn. Stat. § 325F.665, subd. 2.
24.

Plaintiff, therefore, is entitled to repair of the subject vehicle, and/or to be compensated in

‘an amount to be determined at trial, plus reasonable attorney’s fees and litigation costs incurréd

in this action as set forth under the Minnesota Lemon Law.



COUNT 2
VIOLATION OF MINN. STAT. § 325F.665, SUBD. 3.
(“MINNESOTA LEMON LAW?”)
25.
Plaintiff realleges Paragraphs 1 through 24 as though fully set forth.herein.
26.
Defendant’s repair attempts were unreasonable in number and/or duration.
) 5

Defendant attempted an unreasonable number of rel?airs to the subject vehicle for the
same warranted condition or defect.

28.

Defendant attempted one or more of the above-referenced repairs within two years of the
original delivery of the subject vehicle to a consumer without conforming the subject vehicle to
its warranty and/or the requirements of the Minnesota Lemon Law.

29.

Defendant attempted one or more of the above-referenced repairs within the term of the

applicable express wafranty without éonfonning the subject vehicle to its warr;mty.
30.

The defects or conditions in the subject vehicle substantially impair(ed) its use to
Plaintiff.

31

The defects or conditions in the subject vehicle substantially impair(ed) its market value

to Plaintiff.



32.

Plaintiff gave Defendant the; notice and an opportunity to repair the subject vehicle

required by Minn. Stat. § 325F.665, subd. 3(e).
33.

Plaintiff is, therefore, entitled to the presumption provided by Minn. Stat. § 325F.665,
 subd. 3(b).

34.

Defendant has therefore violated Minn. Stat. § 325F.665, subd. 3, thereby entitling
Plaintiff to vehicle replacement or full refund of the purchase price of the subject vehicle, at
Plaintiff's choice, including the cost of any options or other mddiﬁwtions arranged, installed, or
made by the manufacturer, its agent, or its authorized dealer within 30 days after the date of
original delivery, and all other charges, including, but not limited to, sales or excise tax, license
fees and registration fees, reimbursement for towing and rental vehicle expenses incurred by
Plaintiff as a result of the vehicle being out of service for warranty repair, plus attorneys’ fees
and litigation costs incurred bringing this action as set forth in the Minnesota Lemon Law.

COUNT 3
VIOLATION OF 15 U.S.C. SECTION 2310(d).
(“MAGNUSON-MOSS WARRANTY ACT”)
| 35.
Plaintiff realleges Parag:;aphs 1 through 34 as though fully set forth herein.
36.

The subject vehicle is a “consumer product” as the Magnuson-Moss Warranty Act

defines that term.



37.
The subject warranty is a “warranty” as the Magnuson-Moss Warranty Act defines that
term.
38.
_Plaintiff is a “consumer” as the Magnuson-Moss Warranty Act defines that term.
39.

Because Defendant has violated one or more of the Counts stated below, it has violated
the Magnuson-Moss Warranty Act, thereby entitling Plaintiff to those remedies permitted by
Minnesota law, and entitling Plaintiff to receive the reasonable legal fees and litigation costs
incurred px;osecming this matter.

COUNT 4

BREACH OF EXPRESS WARRANTY UNDER THE MAGNUSON-MOSS
WARRANTY ACT (VIOLATION OF MINN. STAT. § 336.2-607 and 336.2-714)

40.
Plaintiff realleges Paragraphs 1 through 39 as though fully set forth herein.
41.
Plaintiff notified Defendant of its failure to remedy defects in the subject vehicle within a
reasonable time after discovering them. |
42,
Defendant’s express warranty required it to remedy the defects in the subject vehic;le.

43.

Defendant failed to remedy the defects in the subject vehicle.



44,

Defendant failed to remedy the above-referenced defect(s) in the subject vehicle within a
reasonable mﬁnber of attempts. |

45.
Defendant failed to remedy the above-referenced defect(s) in the subject vehicle within a
reasonable or period of time. |
46.
Defendant has, therefore, breached its warranty to Plaintiff.
47.
Defendant’s breach of warranty has directly and proximately caused Plaintiff’s damages.
48.

Plaintiff is therefore entitled to recover actual damages, together with all incidental and
consequential damages including, but not limited to, loss of use damages from Defendant as
bprovided by Minnesota law, plus the reasonable legal fees and litiga-tion_costs incurred
prosecutin_g this matter.

COUNT5
BREACH OF IMPLIED WARRANTY OF MERCHANTABILITY UNDER THE
MAGNUSON-MOSS WARRANTY ACT
(VIOLATION OF MINN. STAT. § 336.2-314)
49.
Plaintiff realleges Paragraphs 1 through 48 as though fully set forth herein
50.

Defendant is 2 merchant with respect to the subject vehicle purchased by Plaintiff.



51.
Included with Plaintiff’s purchase of subject vehicle was an implied warranty of
merchantability.
52.
The subject vehicle was of a character and quality that it would not pass without
objection in the trade under the contract description.
53.
The subject vehicle was not fit for the ordinary purpose for which such goods are used.
54. |
The subj ect vehicle was not of fair average quality within the contract description.
55.
The subject vehicle did not run, within the variations permitted by the agreement, of even
kind, quality and quantity.
56.
The subject vehicle did not conform to the promises or affirmation of fact made on the
* container or label that accompanied its delivery to Plaintiff,
S7.
Defendant did not effectively exclude said warranty of merchantability.
58.
Defendant did not effectively modify said warranty of merchantability
59.

Defendant has therefore breached its implied warranty of merchantability to Plaintiff.



60. .

Plaintiff is therefore entitled to recover actual damages, together with all incidental and
consequential damages from Defendant as provided by Minnesota law plus legal fees and
litigation costs incurred pursuant to 15 U.S.C. § 2310(d).

" COUNT 6
REVOCATION OF ACCEPTANCE UNDER THE
MAGNUSON-MOSS WARRANTY ACT
(VIOLATION OF MINN. STAT. § 336.2-608)
6.~
Plaintiff realleges Paragraphs 1 through 60 as though fully set forth herein.
' 62.

Plaintiff reported the nonconformities o-utlined above to Defendant or Defendant’s

authorized repair dealership, during the term of the applicable wgrranties.
63.
Plaintiff reported the nonconformities outline above to Defendant or Defendant’s
authorized repair dealership, within a reasonable time after discovering the same.
64.
The nonconformities outlined above substantially impair the value of the subject vehicle.
65.

Plaintiff was reasonably induced to accept the subject motor vehicle b); the difficulty of .

discovery of said nonconformities before acceptance.
66.
Plaintiff was reasonably induce_:d to accept the subject motor vehicle by Defendant’s

assurances that the subject vehicle conformed to its warranties.
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67.

Plaintiff provided Defendant with a reasonable number of opportunities to cure the
nonconformities in the subject vehicle.

68.

Notwithstanding Plaintiff providing Defendant with a reasonable number of opportunities
to repair the subject vehicle, Defendant failed to seasonably cure the above-referenced
nonconformities.

69.

Plaintiff revoked acceptance of the subject vehicle within a reasonable time after

discovery of the nonconfor;nities outlined above.
70.

Plaintiff is therefore entitled to recover the full purchase price of the subject vehicle plus
all incidental and consequential damages including, but not limited to, loss of use damages, and
legal fees and litigation costs incurred pursuant to 15 U.S.C. § 2310(d).

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff respectfully prays for judgment against Defendant for actual and
statutory damages, including incidental, conseciuential and los.s of use damages to be proven at
the time of trial, plus attorney fees and litigation costs in an amount in excess of $50,000,

together with pre-judgment and post-judgment interest and all othér costs the Court deems just.
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ACKNOWLEDGMENT
Plaintiff asserts these claims in good faith and acknowledges that costs, disbursements
and reasonable attorney and witness fees may be awarded to the opposing party as pr(;vided by
Minnesota Statutes Section 549.211, subd. 2 (1994)-

Date: February 22, 2018 GADTKE LAW FIRM, P.A.

445/

Todd E. Gadtke (#276704)
11210 — 86™ Avenue North ;
Maple Grove, MN 55369
Telephone: (763) 315-4548
ATTORNEYS FOR PLAINTIFF
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EXCESSIVE RECALL 17N03 WAS DONE CUSTOMER IS CONVINCED THAT CAR IS
DANGEREOUS AND FREIND AT FORD SAID POSS MANIFOLD CONCERN FROM
FORD BUT NO MESSAGES

Was a police report filed? NO

Details :

Has the insurance company been contacted? NO

Insurance company advised:

Insurance company contact information: NOT NEEDED

Coach builder: NO

City :

State :

Zip Code :

Vehicle Location: VEHICLE AT TOM HOLZER FORD

Attorney information: NONE

CVO Contact:

Resolution Customer is seeking: CUSTOMER WANTS FORD INVOLVED AND FEELS
THEYRE IS A ISSUE FROM BAD EXHAUST ODOR

Comments: WE INSPECTED VEHICLE ALSO CHECKED NO CONCERNS FOUND
PLEASE CALL DEAN SHORT 248-930-7544

This email was automatically generated. Please do not reply to this email. No one monitors the
inbox for this email address.

Copyright 2018 Ford Motor Company









Details: Customer is stating that him and his family members are getting sick from vehicle
while driving it.

Was a police report filed? NO

Details :

Has the insurance company been contacted? NO

Insurance company advised: none

Insurance company contact information: .

Coach builder:

City :

State :

Zip Code :

Vehicle Location: 520 river street Hackensack Nj vehicle towed by customer

Attorney information:

CVO Contact:

Resolution Customer is seeking: customer does not want to drive his car, he is requesting a
loaner car.. please advise if we should issue one.. he states that there is carbon monoxide
getting in his car.. that several family members are getting sick..

Comments:

This email was automatically generated. Please do not reply to this email. No one monitors the
inbox for this email address.

Copyright 2018 Ford Motor Company









Case Print Report

Agent Name Note Created On

Mary Santos 2/7/2018 11:10 AM
CUST SAYS: Cust says that he had an open case. And accdg to the lady he spoke with he need to
open a legal case to us.

Cust says the veh has been to the dIr twice due to carbon monoxide issue. This carbon monoxide is
not detrimental to cust breathing. He has been to the hospital once he uses his car. Now the veh is
seating on the cust garage for 10 months bec he cannot use this because of the issue. Cust want to
send back the veh. But the girl told him ford cannot repurchase the veh.

Cust is calling to open a legal case for his condition.
PER CUST, DLR SAYS: n/a

CRC ADVISED:

I will forward your information to Ford's Office of the General Counsel. You should receive a written
response within 15 Days business days to your concern.

Mary Santos 2/7/2018 11:10 AM

referencing to case :_












TO: Chris Dzbanski
Ford Motor Company

Service of Process
Transmittal
02/20/2018

CT Log Numb

1 American Rd Whq 421-E6

Dearborn, MI 48126-2701

RE: Process Served in California

FOR: Ford Motor Company (Domestic State: DE)

ENCLOSED ARE COPIES OF LEGAL PROCESS RECEIVED BY THE STATUTORY AGENT OF THE ABOVE COMPANY AS FOLLOWS:

TITLE OF ACTION: I 1. vs. Ford Motor Company, et al., Dfts.

DOCUMENT(S) SERVED:

COURT/AGENCY:

NATURE OF ACTION:

ON WHOM PROCESS WAS SERVED:
DATE AND HOUR OF SERVICE:
JURISDICTION SERVED :
APPEARANCE OR ANSWER DUE:

ATTORNEY(S) /| SENDER(S):

ACTION ITEMS:

SIGNED:
ADDRESS:

TELEPHONE:

Summons, Complaint, Attachment(s), Notice, Instructions

Los Angeles County - Superior Court - Hill Street, CA
Cose AN
Product Liability Litigation - Lemon Law - 2017 Ford Explorer, VIN:
1FM5K7F86HCH

C T Corporation System, Los Angeles, CA
By Process Server on 02/20/2018 at 15:00
California

Within 30 days after service

Jonathan W. Buxton

Johnson & Buxton, APC

21 S. California Street, SUite 202
Ventura, CA 93001

805-342-0555

CT has retained the current log, Retain Date: 02/21/2018, Expected Purge Date:
02/26/2018

Image SOP
Email Notification, Chris Dzbanski cdzbansk@ford.com

Email Notification, Mary Ann MacKinnon mmackin1@ford.com

C T Corporation System
818 West Seventh Street
Los Angeles, CA 90017
213-337-4615

Page 1 of 1/ PC

Information displayed on this transmittal is for CT
Corporation's record keeping purposes only and is provided to
the recipient for quick reference. This information does not
constitute a legal opinion as to the nature of action, the
amount of damages, the answer date, or any information
contained in the documents themselves. Recipient is
responsible for interpreting said documents and for taking
appropriate action. Signatures on certified mail receipts
confirm receipt of package only, not contents.
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plaintifT at this time and therefore plaintiff sues those defendants by such fictitious names. PlaintifT
wiil seck leave to amend this Complaint to sct forth their true names and capacities when plaintiff
has ascertained them. Further, plaintilf is informed and belicves, and thereon alleges. that each
defendant designated herein as a“Doe™ is responsible in some manner for the events and happenings
and herein referred to and caused injury and damage to plaintiff as alleged herein.

4. Each of the defendants in this case acted as the principal, agent, employee or other
authorized representative in relation to the other and acted at all times mentioned in this Complaint
within the course and scope of their respective authority and with the full knowledge and consent
of the other defendants. Further, plaintiff is informed and believes, and thereon alleges, all acts of
corporate employees were authorized or ratified by an officer, director or managing agent of the
corporate employer.

S. On or about June 24, 2017, plaintiff purchased a 2017 Ford Explorer, VIN:
1FMSK7F86HG-‘subject vehicle”).

6. The subject vehicle is a “new motor vehicle” pursuant to the Song-Beverly Consumer
Warranty Act (“Act”).
7. Plaintiff is a “buyer” of consumer goods under the Act.

8. Defendant FORD MOTOR COMPANY is a “manufacturer” and/or “distributor”
under the Act.

9. An express warranty accompanied the sale of the subject vehicle by which FORD
MOTOR COMPANY undertook to preservc or maintain the utility or performance of the subject
vehicle.

10.  The salc of the subject vehicle to plaintiff was accompanicd by an implied warranty
the vehicle was merchantable. “The sale was also accompanied by an implied warranty of fitncss.

11. The subject vehicle was delivered to plaintiff with serious defects and -
nonconformities to warranty and developed other sericus defects and nonconformities to warranty
including, but not limited to, emissions, HVAC, engine, body/trim, electrical and other defects and
nonconformities. The aforemeniioned defects and nonconformities substantially impair the use,

value and/or safety of the subjcct vehicle.

2

COMPLAINT FOR VIOLATION OF THE SONG-BEVERLY CONSUMER WARRANTY ACT
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4. Defendant, COURTESY LINCOLN SALES LAFAYETTE, LLC, hercinafter
“COURTESY™, is a limit liability company authorized to do and doing business in the State of
Louisiana and whose agent for service of process is Don Hargroder, 4750 Johnson Street, Lafaystle,
LA 70503, |

5. Defendant, FIDELITY BANK OF GEORGIA, hereinafter “FIDELITY”, is a Bank
authorized to do and doing business in the State of Louisiana and whose agent for service of process
is CT Corporation System, 3867 Plaza Tower Drive, Baton Rouge, LA 70816.

II. Jurisdiction

6. This Court has jurisdiction over the lawsuit because the Defendants, are subject to
personal jurisdiction in this Parish.

11I. Venue

7. Venue is proper in this Parish because the Defendants, are subject to personal
jurisdiction in this venue.

IV. Conditions Precedent
8. All conditions precedents have been performed or have occurred.
V. Facts
A. The Transaction

9. On April 26, 2016, Plaintiffs purchased a new 2016 FORD EXPLORER  bearing
VIN 1FM5K7F89GC- hereinafter "EXPLORER". The EXPLORER was purchascd
primarily for Plaintiffs' personaluse. The sales contract was presented to Plaintiffs at the dealership
and was executed at the dealership.

10.  The sales price of the EXPLORER was $47,015.42, excluding finance charges,
Plaintiffs made a down payment in the amount of $2,500.00.

1.  Thecontract of sale wasassigned to Defendant, FIDELITY. The contract which was
assigned contained the following provision:

"NOTICE: ANY HOLDER OF THIS CONSUMER CREDIT
CONTRACT ISSUBJECT TO ALL CLAIMS AND DEFENSES
WHICH THE DEBTOR COULD ASSERT AGAINST THE
SELLER OF GOODSOR SERVICESOBTAINED PURSUANT
HERETO OR WITH THE PROCEEDS HEREOF.
RECOVERY HEREUNDER BY THE DEBTOR SHALL NOT

EXCEED AMOUNTS PAID BY THE DEBTOR
HEREUNDER."

S
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B. Implied Warranties

12.  As aresult of the sale of the EXPLORER by Defendants to Plaintiffs, an implied
warranty of merchantability arose in the transaction which included the guarantee that the
EXPLORER would pass without objection in the trade under the contract description; and that the
EXPLORER was fit for the ordinary purpose for which such motor vehicles are purchased.

13.  Subsequent to the sale, an implied warranty arose in connection with the repairs
performed by the Defendants. Specifically, the Defendants impliedly warranted that the repair work
had been performed in a good and workmanlike manner.

C. Express Warranties

14.  In addition to the implied warranties that arose in the transaction, certain
representations and express warrantics werc made, including, that any malfunction in the
EXPLORER occurring during a specified warranty period resulting from defects in material or
workmanship would be repaired, and that repair work on the EXPLORER had, in fact, repaired the
defects.

15.  Plaintiffs' purchase of the EXPLORER was accompanied by express warranties
offered by Defendants, FORD, COURTESY and FIDELITY, and extending to Plaintiffs. These
warranties were part of the basis of the bargain of Plaintiffs' contract for purchase of the
EXPLORER.

16.  The basic warranty covered any repairs or replacements needed during the warranty
period due to defects in factory materials or workmanship. Any required adjustments would also be
made during the basic coverage period. All warranty repairs and adjustments, including parts and
labor, were to be made at no charge. Additional warranties were set forth in the FORD warranty
booklet and owners manual.

D. Actionable Conduct

17.  In fact, when delivered, the EXPLORER was defective in materials and
workmanship, with such defects being discovered within the warranty periods. Many defective
conditions have occurred since purchase, including, but not limited to those described below in
Plaintiffs' own words:

“May 23, 2017- Brought car in to Courtesy Ford in Breaux
Bridge, La. to be tested for carbon monoxide
leak. Car tested positive, they kept it in the

5
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35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48

May 30, 2017-

May 31, 2017 -
June 1, 2017 -

June 2, 2011 -

June 8, 2017-

June 9, 2017 -
June 12, 2017-

June 13, 2017 -

June 14, 2017-
June 15, 2017 -

June 21, 2017-

June 23, 2017-

June 24, 2017-

shop to do "service bulletin" put out by Ford.
We advised them that we would be making a
1000 mile trip on June 2nd. Put us in loaner.
(1st time in shop)

Courtesy Ford called and said car was ready to
be picked up. The service bulletin was
performed and they don't smell the carbon
monoxide. Picked up car and returned loaner.
(8 days car was in shop)

I smelt carbon monoxide in vehicle.

Brought car in to Courtesy Ford because lift
gate wasn’t working properly after they'd done
the repairs. Advised Paul Bergeron that | was
pretty sure it was still leaking carben
meonoxide. He said to let him know.

We began our 500+ mile trip to Brownsville,
TX. and smelit carbon monoxide.

Brought car to Courtesy Ford for carbon
monoxide stilt leaking in cab. Gave me aloaner
and Paul Bergeron advised us to call Ford to
file a reportand let them know what was going
on. (2nd time in shop)

We called Ford to report the leak.

Courtesy Ford called, car is ready to be picked
up. Picked up car and returned loaner. (5 days
in shop this time, 13 days combined in shop, in
21 days)

Brought car to Courtesy Ford for
complimentary oil change. My lift gate was not
working properly again. He said to bring itin
on Thursday te Ux it.

1 smelt carbon monexide in cab.

Brought car in for 11ft gate issue, and told
Paul Bergeron about smelling carbon
monoxide leak, They kept the car and put me
in a rental. (3rd time in shop)

Courtesy said car was ready, I asked if they
tested it, Paul B. says they did and didn't smell
anything, but advised me they don't run it like
we do. Got car back. Smelt carbon monoexide
in cab. Advised I need to call Ford, because
they've done all "service bulletins" and doesn't
know what Ford wants them to do at this point.
Called Ford. (7 days in shop this time, 20 days
combined in shop, in 30 days}

Ford called us back and advised the car has to
go back in the shop, it doesn't meet
requirements for buy back or replacement at
this time.

Dropped car off at Courtesy Ford and picked
up rental. (4th time in shop)

4.
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June 24 - July 11, 2017- Car was at Courtesy Ford, and the

July 12, 2017-

July 18,2017-

July 2, 2017 -

July 28, 2017-

August 3, 2017-

August4, 2017-

numerous times [ spoke to them in this
17 day span 1 was told they were trying
:0 recreate the smell.

Paul Bergeron with Courtesy Ford called and
advised Ford is making them redo all of the
repair procedures they have performed on my
vehicle. Saying that something may have not
sealed properly or there's another leak.

Ford called and said they will be doing another
"good laith investigation" to see if It qualifies
now for buy back or replacement.

Ford called and advised it doesn't qualify.
When asked why it doesn't they will not give
any information. Told us Courtesy Ford will be
replacing the rear spoiler now.

Courtesy Ford called and said car was ready.
1 asked if the tested it, advised that they did
and didn't smell anything. Picked up car and
returned rental. Smelt carbon monoxide in
cab. (34 days in shop this time. 54 days
combined in shop, in 66 days)

Called Ford, told them car was still leaking,
they advised to call dealership. Called Courtesy
Ford spoke to Paul Bergeron advised him the
car was still leaking carbon monoxide in cab.
Told me to bring It in on Thursday August 3,
2017 to be tested. Wethen called Ford back
and told them what the dealership said, she
advised us she was writing an "email" to
Courtesy stating that they'd need to keep the
car when I bring it in on the 3rd and give me a
loaner. :

Brought car in to Courtesy Ford to be tested.
Waited for 3 hours to be put in to a loaner, by
that time Courtesy still had not tested my car.
Talked to Ford and they advised they would
call us back the next week. (S5th time in shop)
They put me in a brand new red 2017 Ford
Explorer with 30 miles on it. I smelt
carbon monoxide in it later that day, and while
driving it car started to sputter and wrench
light came on, car would go over 15 miles per
hour. Turned car off and on again, and was
fine for less than a mile. Engine light came on
and car died in the middle of the road. We had
to call Roadside Assistance to tow car back to
dealership.

Went to Courtesy Ford to tell them about their
loaner. 1 was advised ft was a burnt belt that I
smelt!!! Gave me another brand new
champagne 2017 Ford Explorer loaner (VIN
1IFMSK7084HGB37756) with 700 something
miles on it.
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28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48

August 10, 2017-

August 11, 2017 -

August 13, 2017-

August 14, 2017-

August 17, 2017-

August 18, 2017-

August 22, 2017 -

August 23, 2017 -

Ford called and advised us that our car does
not meet requirements for a buy back or
replacementat this time. Still won't tell us why
Itdoesn't. (61 days combined inshop, in 80
days)

| tatked to Paul Bergeron at Courtesy Ford,
advised me that although they couldnl smelt
the carbon monoxide in car that doesn’t mean
its mot leaking. Paul Courville (service
manager) said the Ford is sending an engineer
out tolook at and repair my car. I advised him
that [ suspected the loaner they have me in is
also leaking carbon monoxide into the cab and
that we would be testing ft with a carbon
monoxide detectorand I would let him know if
it was so they could put me in something else.

Tested the champagne 2017 Ford Explorer
loaner (VIN 1FM5K7084H-:|¢ ina
10 minute ride the CO level got up to 27ppm.
have a video of the whole thing.

Called Courtesy Ford and told Paul Bergeron
about their loaner leaking and that 1 would
like to be put into something else. Went to
Courtesy and they put me in a 2017 Ford
F-150. Engineer still hadn't come out to look at
my car.

Spoke to Ford and advised thatit had now
been 68 days combined in the shop in 87 days,
and she said that our file hadnlbeen updated
to show that. So she would update everything
and do a buy back/replacement investigation
and get back with us on August 18, 2017.

Spoke to Ford and they advised us that
engineer came and fixed our car, and it's no
longer leaking so they wouldn't be doing a buy
back or replacement. We had not heard
from Courtesy. (16 days in shop this time, 77
days combined, in 88 days)

I called Courtesy Ford to check on status of
car, Paul Bergeron said he'd tried to call, but
didn't get an answer (called wrong number)
Advised us that engineer came and fixed the
leak. I asked if they tested it and he said they
did numerous times. They would seal
something run it, come back, seal it, run it,
come back. Said they did this numerogus times
until they didn't smell it.  Picked up car and
dropped off loaner. I smelt carbon monoxide
within § minutes of being in my car. Also
noticed lift gate plastic sagging, and white
powdery substance everywhere. (have pictures)

We took car and tested it with CO detector.
Got up to 10ppm within 9 minutes. (have
video). Brought car to Courtesy Ford, advised
Paul Bergeron of the powdery substance lefton
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plastics of vehicle and the sagging plastics. We
told him the car shouldn't have been in that
condition when we picked it up. Also advised
him of the carbon monoxide leak. Told us to
call Ford and let them know about leak, and
told me to come back at 2 to pick up loaner for
them to fix the mess.

Called with no answer and emailed Ford about
carbon monoxide leak.

August 23, 2017- 2:00 pm - We Dropped my car off at Courtesy

August 24, 2017-

August 25, 2017-

August 29, 2017-

September 6, 2017-

Ford, they gave me a silver 2017 Ford
Explorer (VIN 1EMSK7DS7H(J N
loaner with 7 miles on it. I smell carbon
monoxide in it and in 5 miles the CO
detector registered up to Sppm.  Stll
no word back at this time from Ford.
(6th time in shop)

Someone we've never spoken to from Ford
called, said he just received an email from Paul
Courville at Courtesy Ford saying the Engineer
Ford sent came and our vehicle is fixed and no
longer leaks. We advised him that we picked
up the car from Courtesy on Tuesday August
22, 2017, and had to bring it back on
Wednesday August 23, 2017 because we smelt
exhaustinside the car and that we tested it with
a CO detector and it registered 10ppm within
9 minutes. We advised him that the dealership
was waiting to hear from them as to what to do
next with my car. Guy from Ford told us he
was sending an email to Paul Courville and we
should hear back from them by Tuesday
August 29, 2017.

Paul Bergeron call d and asked if we had
gotten in touch with Ford. 1 told him the guy
we spoke to yesterday didn’t seem to have the
current update on the car. Also told him that
guy from Ford was supposed to have contacted
him. 1 told him [ did not understand why
there's such a lack of communication. Paul
Bergeron asked me if I wanted him to write up
another report for Ford basically gave themall
the updated info and history. So he is supposed
to be writing that report and giving it to Ford.
(80 days and counting in shop combined. in 95
days)

Someone from Ford called and advised they
have not had an update from Courtesy Ford
and don't have any new information for us.

Someone Ford called and said that the
dealership has not been able to recreate the
smell, but they are working on it. We reminded
them that we do have a video of the carbon
monoxide detector going off before we dropped
it back off at the dealership. They will call
back.

e
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*Has been in shop 6 times now
*92 days on 9/06/17 and counting in shop combined
*107 days since first time in shop”

18.  Since purchase, Plaintiffs have returned their EXPLORER to Defendants and
authorized warranty service dealers for repairs on numerous occasions. Despite this prolonged
period during which Defendants was given the opportunity to repair the EXPLORER, the more
significant and dangerous conditions were not repaired. Defendants failed to repair the vehicle so
as to bring it into conformity with the warranties set forth herein. From the date of its purchase, the

EXPLORER continues to this day to exhibit some or all of the non-conformities described herein.

19.  The defects experienced by Plaintiffs with the EXPLORER substantially impaired

its use, value and safety.

20.  Plaintiffs directly notified the Defendants of the defective conditions of the
EXPLORER on numerous occasions. Plaintiffs notified Defendants that she wanted a rescission of
the sale of the EXPLORER but Defendants have failed and refused to buy back Plaintiffs' defective

EXPLORER.
21.  The EXPLORER is a "thing" under La. Civil Code Articles 2520, et seq.
22.  FORD is a "manufacturer” under La. Civil Code Articles 2520, et seq.

23. COURTESY LINCOLN SALES LAFAYETTE, LLC is a "seller” under La. Civil

Code Articles 2520, et seq.
24,  Plaintiffs is a "buyer” under in La. Civil Code Articles 2520, et seq.

25.  Thedefects described in the EXPLORER vehicle meet the definition of a redhibitory

defect as defined in La. Civil Code Articles 2520, et seq.

26.  Plaintiffs have provided the Defendants sufficient opportunity to repair her defective

vehicle.

27.  Plaintiffs have performed each and every duty required of her under Louisiana
Redhibition Laws, except as may have been excused or prevented by the conduct of the Defendants,

as herein alleged.

_8-
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28.  The hidden defects in the EXPLORER existed at the time of sale, but were not
discovered until after delivery. The EXPLORER is not usable and neither Plaintiffs nor a reasonable
prudent buyer would have purchased the EXPLORER had she known of the defects prior to the sale.

29.  Furthermore, Defendants have failed to perform the repair work in a good and
workmanlike manner. This conduct by Defendants constitutes a breach of the implied warranties
under Louisiana law, and entitles Plaintiffs to a rescission of the sale, return of the purchase price,

plus all collateral costs of the sale, finance charges, insurance premiums, and out of pocket expenses.

30.  UnderLouisiana Redhibition laws, Plaintiffs is entitled to recover a sum equal to the
aggregate amount of costs and expenses, including attorney's fees, if Plaintiffs prevails. As a
proximate result of Dt‘:fendants' misconduct as alleged herein, and in an effort to protect her rights
and to enforce the terms of the agreement as more particularly set forth above, it has become
necessary for Plaintiffs to employ the legal services of Richard C. Dalton. Plaintiffs have incurred

and continue to incur legal fecs, costs and expenses in connection therewith.
VI. Request for Rescission
31.  Plaintiffs seek the remedy of rescission of the sales contract.

32.  Plaintiffs revokes her acceptance of the EXPLORER for the reason that its defects
substantially impair its use, value, and safety to Plaintiffs and the acceptance was based on Plaintiffs’
reasonable reliance on the false representations and warranties by the Defendants that the defects in
the EXPLORER would be repaired, and no reasonable prudent buyer would have purchased the
EXPLORER with knowledge of these defects prior to the sale. Accordingly, Plaintiffs seek a
cancellation of the sales contract and an order of the court restoring to her the money obtained by
Defendants as a result of the false representations and breaches of express and implied warranties
as set forth above. Plaintiffs also seek cancellation of the debt and offers to return the EXPLORER

to the Defendants.
VIL.  Attorney Fees and Costs

33.  Plaintiffs is entitled to recover a sum equal to the aggregate amount of costs and
expenses, including attorney’s fees, if Plaintiffs prevails. As a proximate result of Defendants’

misconduct as alleged herein, and in an effort to protect her rights and to enforce the terms of the

9-




0 1 oW =

L G L L G L3 Ld Ld Ld e B D B2 B B B BB B B m — e e e e e e e e

agreement as more particularly set forth above, it has become necessary for Plaintiffs to employ the

legal services of Richard C. Dalton. Plaintiffs have incurred and continue to incur legzl fees, cosis

and expenses in connection therewith,

34.

following:

Viil. Prayer for Relief

For these rcasons, Plaintiffs pray for judgment against the Defendants for the

= 9

=

For general, special and actual damages according to proof at trial;

Rescinding the sale of the 2016 FORD EXPLORER bearing
IFMSKT7FROG( nd returning to Plaintiffs the purchase price
including all collateral costs at the time of the sale, any and all finance
charges, insurance premiums, maintenance costs, repair costs, and damages;

For incidental and conscquential damages according to proof at trial;

Out of pocket damages for expenditures related to any cost of repairs,
deductibles; and towing charges,

Any diminution in value of the EXPLORER attributable to the defects.
Past and future economic losscs;

Prejudgment and post-judgment interest;

Attorney fees:

Costs of suit, expert fees and litigation expenses; and

All other relief this Honorable Court deems appropriate.







MCCOOK POLICE
DEPARTMENT






Details: TWO DIFFERANT OFFICERS COMPLAINING OF HEAD ACHES AFTER
DRIVING VEHICLE FOR A SHIFT WITH WINDOWS ROLLED UP

Was a police report filed? NO

Details :

Has the insurance company been contacted? NO

Insurance company advised:

Insurance company contact information:

Coach builder: V-K ELECTRONICS

City : MCCOOK

State : Nebraska

Zip Code : 69001

Vehicle Location: WAGNER FORD/TOYOTA DEALERSHIP

Attorney information:

CVO Contact:

Resolution Customer is seeking: REPAIR ANY CARBON MONIXIDE CONCRN IF
RELATED TO CONCERN

Comments: RECALL 17B25 WAS PERFORMED ON 11-2-17.

This email was automatically generated. Please do not reply to this email. No one monitors the
inbox for this email address.

Copyright 2018 Ford Motor Company







































Case Print Report
Case Number _

Agent Name Note Created On

Mary Santos 2/23/2018 5:55 PM

CUST SAYS:
Cust says the veh exhaust affecting her health for almost a yr now. Cust is under medication due to
chest spasm and lungs issues. Accdg to doctor the exhaust fumes affecting her lungs.

Cust would like for to do something abt this. Until now cust is spending for medication. ANd also
cust want to reimburse the catalytic converter charges that was replaced on the veh. Accdg to the dlIr
there is a Potential issue on the veh. A non ford dIr replaced it to fix the issue bec the dIr cannot help
her to fix the exhaust on the veh.

PER CUST, DLR SAYS: n/a

CRC ADVISED:

I will forward your information to Ford's Office of the General Counsel. You should receive a written
response within 15 Days business days to your concern.



Case Print Report

case Numbe [
Activity Modified Activity Last Activity Type Activity Subject
By Modified
Mary Santos 2/23/2018 6:00 PM fmc_closecase Close Case

Mary Santos 2/23/2018 6:00 PM incidentresolution Case Resolution



MIAMI TOWNSHIP PD






OFFICER SICK. MEDICAL ATTENTION NOT SOUGHT AS FAR AS WE KNOW.
Was a police report filed? NO

Details :

Has the insurance company been contacted? NO

Insurance company advised:

Insurance company contact information:

Coach builder:

City :

State :

Zip Code :

Vehicle Location: MIAMISBURG

Attorney information:

CVO Contact:

Resolution Customer is seeking: CUSTOMER WANTS VEHCILE FIXED FOR
EXHAUST ODOR. 17B25 WAS PREVIOUSLY PERFORMED A COUPLE MONTHS
AGO. CONTACTED FORD TECH HOTLINE FOR ADVICE ON FURTHER TESTING
AND WAS INFORMED TO FILL OUT THIS DOCUMENT.

Comments: CUSTOMER CONCERN NOT VERIFIED BY TECHNICIAN

This email was automatically generated. Please do not reply to this email. No one monitors the
inbox for this email address.

Copyright 2018 Ford Motor Company






TO: Chris Dzbanski
Ford Motor Company

Service of Process
Transmittal
03/07/2018

CT Log Numb:

1 American Rd Whq 421-E6

Dearborn, MI 48126-2701

RE: Process Served in California

FOR: Ford Motor Company (Domestic State: DE)

ENCLOSED ARE COPIES OF LEGAL PROCESS RECEIVED BY THE STATUTORY AGENT OF THE ABOVE COMPANY AS FOLLOWS:

TITLE OF ACTION:
DOCUMENT(S) SERVED:

COURT/AGENCY:

NATURE OF ACTION:

ON WHOM PROCESS WAS SERVED:

DATE AND HOUR OF SERVICE:
JURISDICTION SERVED :
APPEARANCE OR ANSWER DUE:

ATTORNEY(S) /| SENDER(S):

ACTION ITEMS:

SIGNED:
ADDRESS:

TELEPHONE:

_Pltf. vs. Ford Motor Company, et al., Dfts.

Summons, Complaint, Cover Sheet, Instructions, Certificate, Notice

Riverside County - Superior Court - Palm Springs, CA
Case NN

Product Liability Litigation - Lemon Law - 2015 Ford Explorer, VIN:
1FM5K7D95Fth

C T Corporation System, Los Angeles, CA
By Process Server on 03/07/2018 at 15:00
California

Within 30 days after service

Larry Hoddick

Law Offices of Larry R. Hoddick, PC
74-000 Country Club Drive, Ste C5
Palm Desert, CA 92260
760-636-5256

CT has retained the current log, Retain Date: 03/08/2018, Expected Purge Date:
03/13/2018

Image SOP
Email Notification, Chris Dzbanski cdzbansk@ford.com

Email Notification, Mary Ann MacKinnon mmackin1@ford.com

C T Corporation System
818 West Seventh Street
Los Angeles, CA 90017
213-337-4615

Page 1 of 1/ DS

Information displayed on this transmittal is for CT
Corporation's record keeping purposes only and is provided to
the recipient for quick reference. This information does not
constitute a legal opinion as to the nature of action, the
amount of damages, the answer date, or any information
contained in the documents themselves. Recipient is
responsible for interpreting said documents and for taking
appropriate action. Signatures on certified mail receipts
confirm receipt of package only, not contents.
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to Defendant’s authorized repair facilities an excessive number of times for substantial defects and/or
non-conformities causing carbon monoxide and/or exhaust fumes to enter the cabin of the vehicle
while driving, the vehicle to jerk and jolt upon acceleration, the there is a rattle and thumping sound
when turning and when in reverse, the engine is too loud upon acceleration, the vehicle will not
engage when shifting, the front window shudder when rolling up, there is a rattle in the head liner,
there is a coolant smell coming from the a/c vents, in addition to other defects. The aforementioned
defects may continue to develop after this lawsuit is filed. The aforementioned defects cause

substantial impairment to Plaintiff’s use, value and/or safety of the vehicle.

FIRST CAUSE OF ACTION
(Violation of the Song-Beverly Consumer Warranty Act [herein “The Act”]
against all Defendants)

10.  Plaintiff incorporates by reference each and every allegation in the foregoing
paragraphs as though fully set forth herein.

11.  Pursuant to the Act, Civil Code § 1790 et seq., the vehicle constitutes "consumer
goods" purchased and used primarily for personal, family or household purposes.

12.  Pursuant to the Act, Civil Code § 1793.22(¢)(2), the vehicle is a "new motor vehicle"
purchased and used primarily for personal, family or household purposes and with a "gross vehicle
weight" of less than 10,000 pounds.

13.  Plaintiff is a "buyer" of consumer goods under the Act.

14.  Defendant is a "manufacturer” or "distributor” under the Act.

15.  The sale of the vehicle to Plaintiff was accompanied by an implied warranty to
Plaintiff that the vehicle was "merchantable” and "fit for the purpose for which it was being
purchased."”

16.  The defects and nonconformities present in this vehicle when it was delivered to
plaintiff, and the defects and nonconformities that were present thereafter, manifested themselves
within the applicable express warranty period and/or the implied warranty period. Those defects and

nonconformities substantially impair the use, value and/or safety of the vehicle.

COMPLAINT
n»


























































We're sorry, but your incoming fax may be incomplete. Please call the sender to verify
your fax or to request a re-send.

Your fux may be incomplete because one or more of the following has occurred:
1. Fax transmission was interrupted.

2. “End fax” signal not received.

3. Unable to convert to desired file tormat.

We apologize for any inconvenience.

You will not be charged for this additional page.
























Case Print Report

Case Numbe_

Activity Modified Activity Last Activity Type Activity Subject
By Modified

Paulo Escota 2/26/2018 4:46 PM phonecall CALL From -















































































representing my client’s interests. please inform the undersigned immediately to determine
settlement authority. I will be further demanding that upon settlement my client be reimbursed
by separate check made payable to the City of McAllen and sent to my attention at the above
address.

Please advise as to whether or not you have been contacted by anyone representing Mr. Perez. If
so, please provide their contact information and any settlement offers made to them as of the
date of this letter. The City of McAllen has received no settlement offers from you. I will provide
you with additional documentation as it becomes available. In the meantime, please have a
proper agent of Ford acknowledge receipt this notice letter.

Sincerely,

Brandi Prejean

BP/el









amount of the lien. I will endeavor to keep you up-to-date on the amount of the lien at least
quarterly, Please be advised that if you are contacted by an attorney under the auspices of
representing my client’s interests, please inform the undersigned immediately to determine
settlement authority. I will be further demanding that upon settlement my client be reimbursed
by separate check made payable 1o the City of McAllen and sent to my attention at the above
address.

Please advise as to whether or not you have been contacted by anyone representing Mr.

f so, please provide their contact information and any settlement offers made to them
as of the date of this letter. The City of McAllen has received no settlement offers from you. I
will provide you with additional documentation as it becomes available. In the meantime, please
have a proper agent of Ford acknowledge receipt this notice letter.

Sincerely,

Brandi Prejean

BP/el









representing my client’s interests, please inform the undersigned immediately to determine
settlement authority. 1 will be further demanding that upon settlement my client be reimbursed
by separate check made payable to the City of McAllen and sent to my attention at the above
address.

Please advise as to whether or not you have been contacted by anyone representing Mr. If
so, please provide their contact information and any settlement offers made to them as of the date
of this letter. The City of McAllen has received no settlement offers from you. I will provide you
with additional documentation as it becomes available. In the meantime, please have a proper
agent of Ford acknowledge receipt this notice letter.

Sincerely,
Brandi Prejean

BP/el









amount of the lien. 1 will endeavor to keep you up-to-date on the amount of the lien at least
quarterly. Please be advised that if you are contacted by an attorney under the auspices of
representing my client’s interests, please inform the undersigned immediately to determine
settlement authority. I will be further demanding that upon settlement my client be reimbursed
by separate check made payable to the City of McAllen and sent to my attention at the above
address.

ise as to whether or not you have been contacted by anyone representing Ms.

's0. please provide their contact information and any settlement offers made to them

as of the date of this letter. The City of McAllen has received no settlement offers from you. I

will provide you with additional documentation as it becomes available. In the meantime, please
have a proper agent of Ford acknowledge receipt this notice letter.

Sincerely,
Brandi Prejean

BP/el









representing my client’s interests, please inform the undersigned immediately to determine
settlement authority. I will be further demanding that upon settlement my client be reimbursed
by separate check made payable to the City of McAllen and sent to my attention at the above
address.

Please advise as to whether or not you have been contacted by anyone representing M]-
If so. please provide their contact information and any settlement offers made to them as of the
date of this letter. The City of McAllen has received no settlement offers from you. I will provide
you with additional documentation as it becomes available. In the meantime, please have a
proper agent of Ford acknowledge receipt this notice letter.

Sincerely,

Brandi Prejean

BP/el


















final lien will be submitted along with a copy of the medical bills and a demand for the final full
amount of the lien. I will endeavor to keep you up-to-date on the amount of the lien at least
quarterly. Please be advised that if you are contacted by an attorney under the auspices of
representing my client’s interests, please inform the undersigned immediately to determine
settlement authority. I will be further demanding that upon settlement my client be reimbursed
by separate check made payable to the City of McAllen and sent to my attention at the above
address.

Please advise as to whether or not you have been contacted by anyone representing Ms.

If so, please provide their contact information and any settlement offers made to them as of the
date of this letter. The City of McAllen has received no settlement offers from you. I will provide
you with additional documentation as it becomes available. In the meantime, please have a
proper agent of Ford acknowledge receipt this notice letter.

Sincerely,

Brandi Prejean

BP/el









quarterly. Please be advised that if you are contacted by an attorney under the auspices of
representing my chient’s interests, please inform the undersigned immediately to determine
settlement authority. I will be further demanding that upon settlement my client be reimbursed
by separate check made payable to the City of McAllen and sent to my attention at the above
address.

Please advise as to whether or not you have been contacted by anyone representing Mr. ||}
If so, please provide their contact information and any settlement offers made to them as of the
date of this letter. The City of McAllen has received no settlement offers from you. I will provide
you with additional documentation as it becomes available. In the meantime, please have a
proper agent of Ford acknowledge receipt this notice letter.

Sincerely,

v/‘fymma%ﬁam.,

Brandi Prejean

BP/el















Product Claims

aumee, I

Ford Motor Company
Office of General Counsel
P.O. Box 70

Dearborn, Michigan 48121

March 20, 2018
Dear Office of General Counsel for Ford Motor Company:

The purpose of this letter is to request reimbursement for medical bills and injuries that |
suffered when | was exposed to extensive carbon monoxide poisoning fram my 2013
Ford Explorer XLT. The Ford dealership informed me that they had not seen anything as
severe as the state of my vehicle. I had seen on the news that there was a concern with
individuals driving Ford Explorers becoming ill and crashing their vehicles due to carbon
monoxide poisoning from their Ford Explorers. This was the first | had heard of this and
my own experiences with both physical and cognitive issues started to make sense.

| called Kistler Ford Dealership in Toledo, Ohio on 10/19/17 and requested an
appointment to have my Ford Explorer checked for the carbon monoxide leak. | left my
home at 9:30AM on 10/20/17 and arrived at the dealership for my 10:30AM
appointment. Upon my arrival, my face was tomato red, | was disoriented, nauseous,
dizzy, had chest pain, a severe headache, and felt fatigued. The staff at Kistler Ford
expressed concern for my well being as it was evident that | was having a severe
reaction.

| gave both sets of my car keys to the woman coordinating a loaner car for me. She
later returned one set as it did not make sense to give both sets of keys to her. Chris
Brewer, Kistler Ford Customer Service Representative, later informed me that | had
placed the retumned set in my purse as | did not remember doing so. The woman gave
me a loaner car that | would later learn had “just been sprayed” with fabric protector.
This escalated my intense headache to a migraine headache that would persist for two
months.

[ returned the loaner car on 10/21/17 due the intense odor exacerbating the migraine
headache. The nausea, headache, exhaustion, nearly vomiting on my desk multiple
times, etc persisted until | eventually went to the ER three and a half days after | left my
car at Kistler Ford. | called my PCP and she directed me to go to the ER. | had a family
member emergently retrieve me from work and drive me to the ER, resulting in four lost
hours of work. | was tested and carbon monoxide was still present in my left finger,
despite 3.5 days passing. | was given another loaner car on 10/26/17.



On 10/27/17, | saw my CNP and my eye doctor. | had blood work done on 10/30/17. |
spoke with Frank at Ford headquarters on 11/1/17 and he authorized an extension of
the loaner car as my car was still not fixed and had exceeded the allowed number of
days per my Extended Service Contract. When | asked him about my medical bills, he
advised that | secure an attorney and gave me the address for the Office of General
Counsel. | stated that | did not want to make this an adversarial situation and that |
expected Ford to pay my medical expenses as it was clearly the fault of Ford that this
carbon monoxide situation had caused my pain, suffering, loss of wages, and medical
“expenses.

| was able to retrieve my Explorer on 11/7/17, but | would have to return it to the
dealership on 11/10/17 due to damages my Explorer suffered while in the possession of
the dealership for 19 days. | retrieved my Explorer on 11/10/17 and the blinker did not
work. | was told it was unrelated to the carbon monoxide issues even though | have
never had that problem prior to the carbon monoxide fix. Chris Brewer submitted a “Fast
Ticket” to the Ford engineers and on 12/8/17, this issue was eventually fixed as the
engineers eventually realized that the two were in fact related. 1 did not appreciate not
having a working right-turn blinker for nearly a month as this posed yet another safety
issue for me while driving my 2013 Ford Explorer XLT,

My 2013 Ford Explorer XLT is the third Ford that | have had in my lifetime. | am a huge
fan of Ford vehicles and would like to feel comfortable purchasing them in the future. |
am appalled that the the recall was not made sooner and that | have had to go through
all of this unnecessarily. | am asking Ford to pay for my medical expenses, pain,
suffering, being poisoned, being poisoned for an extended period of time, and personal
injury that | have experienced from Ford's negligence in protecting me from my
defective 2013 Ford Explorer XLT in the amount of $50,000.00.

I've already spoken with an attorney regarding this matter. | realize that Ford is aware
that this is a serious matter due to the recall that was issued by Ford related to the
personal injuries others have sustained due to the breach of contract by Ford as well as
the class-action lawsuits that have ensued. | keep a portable carbon-monoxide detector
in one of the two cup holders of my 2013 Ford Explorer XLT for fear of repeating this
nightmare. | have enclosed a letter from my CNP as well as copies of my medical bills.
Thank you in advance for this good-faith gesture and keeping me as a Ford customer.

Sincerely,

cc: Michael Portnoy













































































