






























































Repair Order Detail - Customer Copy

RO Numbei RO Status: CLOSED

Customer:

Phone(s): Contac Main: iF Cell:

Vehicle: 1FM5K8 : 2017

Mileage: 18,414 Payment type: CASH Waiter: No

Service advisor: 2731 Promised time: 06:00 PM Estimate: 0.00
Tag number: T4097 Promised date: 10/22/2018

A PERFORM CUSTOMER COMPLIMENTARY MULTI POINT VEHICLE iNSPE(“‘TION IF

WHEELS OR TIRES ARE REMOVED AT TIME OF SERVICE MANUFACTURZR
RECOMMENDS CUSTOMER TO RETURN WITHIN 100 MILES TO HAVE WHEELS
RETORQUED
- 99P "~ IWWF  PERFORM CUSTOMER =~ =~ = =~ = : N/C
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POINT VEHICLE - -
INSPECTION IF WHEELS
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MANUFACTURER
RECOMMENDS CUSTOMER
. TORETURN WITHIN 100
MILES TO HAVE WHEELS

L o '  » RETORGQUED
Teeh(s): 999
RO LhE: + &0 0.00. Other: . "0.00 Total LlnsA . 0.00
B WORKS- GAS ENGINE, O/F CHANGE. TIRE ROTAT!ON AND MULTIPOINT

INSPECTION.MANUFACTURER RECOMMENDATION AFTER ANY WHEEL(S) ARE
REMOVED CUSTOMER IS ADVISED TO RETURN WITHIN 100 MILES TO HAVE
WHEELS RETORQUED. FAILURE TO COMPLY MAY RESULT IN DAMAGE/INJURY.
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Tech(s): 999
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Repair Order Detail - Customer Copy

R _ RONumber: |l @ RO Status: CLOSED
Custome [ NN '
Phone(s): Contact: Main; _ Cell:
Vehicle: 1FM5K8H ) 2017 EXPL
Mileage: 18,414 Payment type: CASH Waiter: No
Service advisor: 2731 Promised time: 06:00 PM Estimate: 0.00
Tag number: T4097 Promised date: 10/22/2018

Pts; = 000 Lbr;. ~ . - -0.00 Other: 0.00 Total LineD: .. 0.00

P o s gt

Customer Pay

Labor 0.00
Parts 0.00
Lube 0.00
Sublet 0.00
Miscellaneous/Shop Charge 0.00
Deductible 0.00
Total Charges 0.00
Less insurance/Adjustment 0.00
Sales Tax 0.00
Total 0.00
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Repair Order Detail - Customer Copy

. RO Numbe- . RO Status: CLOSED

Customer:
Phone(s): Contact: Main:F Cell:
Vehicle: 1FM5K8H 2017

Mileage: 15,279 Payment type: CASH Waiter: No
Service advisor: 5031 Promised time: 06:00 PM Estimate: 0.00
Tag number: || Promised date: 07/12/2018
RECALL 17N03.
D** - PERFORM BATTERY INSPECTION, BATTERY IS OKAT THIS TIME
GBATT ISP PERFORM BATTERY
o sl A _INSPECTION, BATTERY
IS OK AT THIS TIME

. Tech{s): 2789 - B .
Pts: 0.00 Lbr: 0.00 Other: 0. 00 Totaf Lma D:

E*  PERFORM BRAKE lNSPECT!ON BRAKES ARE OK AT THIS TIME
- GBK - ISP PERFORM BRAKE e
INSFECTION, BRAKES
F S - ARE OK AT THIS TIME.
Tech(s): 2789

Pis: N N T Lhr*' “oo= 000 Other: : 0.00 Total Llne E:
Fi* PERFORM TIRE INSPECTION TIRES ARE OK AT THIS TIME
GTIRE ISP PERFORM TIRE
AL * INSPECTION, TIRES ARE
OK AT THIS T[ME

Tech(s): 2789

Pss 000 Lbr 000 Other 0,00 Total Line F;

Customer Pay

Labor

Parts

Lube

Sublet
Miscellaneous/Shop Charge
Deductible

Total Charges

Less Insurance/Adjustment
Sales Tax

Total
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CITY OF MERIDEN






Details: Carbon Monoxide intrusion

Was a police report filed? YES

Details :

Has the insurance company been contacted? NO
Insurance company advised: Do not know
Insurance company contact information:
Coach builder: Fleet Auto Supply

City : West Haven

State : Connecticut

Zip Code : 06516

Vehicle Location: Bob Thomas Ford
Attorney information:

CVO Contact:

Resolution Customer is seeking: Inspection of vehicle for carbon monoxide intrusion
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









Engine oil leak;
Defective driveshaft;

Any and all additional complaints actually made, whether or not contained
on your service records, company’s invoices, or otherwise.

The aforementioned defects (repair invoices demonstrating same enclosed herein)
constitute a substantial impairment of the use, value and safety of the subject vehicle.
Due to the inordinate amount of repairs and/or days out of service within the applicable
warranty period, my client(s) lost all confidence in the vehicle and believes the vehicle to
be unsafe as well as unfit to operate. Accordingly, please be advised that my client(s)
hereby revoke acceptance of the subject vehicle. My client(s) has/have directed this
office to demand the return of all funds paid toward this vehicle, the cancellation of the
contract, and compensation for damages.

If you wish to resolve this matter amicably, please feel free to contact this office
within fourteen (14) days of receipt of this communication. If the matter has not been
resolved within that time, my client(s) will avail him/herself of all available remedies
under law and equity.

Ve L)s yours,
Eugene Krukas, Esq.
Enc.
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MILBAGE : 618S ADVISOR NO. : 1163
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5.. The contract price of the vehicle, including registration charges, document fees, sales tax,
finance and bank charges, but excluding other collateral charges not specified, yet defined by the
Lemon Law, totaled more than $47,913.55. A true and correct copy of the contract is attached
hereto, made a part hereof, and marked Exhibit "A".

6. In consideration for the purchase of said vehicle, Defendant issued to Plaintiff several
warranties, guarantees, affirmations or undertakings with respect to the material or workmanship
of the vehicle and/or remedial action in the event the vehicle fails to meet the promised
specifications.

7. The above-referenced warranties, guarantees, affirmations or undertakings are/were part
of the basis of the bargain between Defendant and Plaintiff.

8. ;I‘he parties' bargain includes an express 3-year / 36,000 mile warranty, as well as other
guarantees, affirmations and undertakings as stated in Defendant's warranty materials and
owner's manual.

9. However, as a result of the ineffective repair attempts made by Defendant through its
authorized dealer(s), the vehicle is rendered substantially impaired, unable to be utilized for its
intended purposes, and is worthless to Plaintiff.

10. During the warranty period, Plaintiff complained on at least three (3) occasions about
defects and or non-conformities to the following vehicle components: low tire fault message
displaying, navigation locking up, rear hatch not opening, burning rubber odor, wind noise on the
driver's side, and the right side reverse light out. True and correct copies of all invoices in

Plaintiff possession are attached hereto, made a part hereof, and marked Exhibit "B".

COUNT 1
PENNSYLVANIA AUTOMOBILE LEMON LAW

11. Plaintiff hereby incorporates all facts and allegations set forth in this Complaint by

reference as if fully set forth at length herein.



1_2. Plaintiff is a "Purchaser" as defined by 73 P.S. §1952.

13. Defendant is a "Manufacturer” as defined by 73 P.S. §1952.

14. Keyser & Miller Ford, Inc., Collegeville is and/or was at the time of sale a Motor Vehicle
Dealer in the business of buying, selling, and/or exchanging vehicles as defined by 73 P.S.
§1952.

15. On or about September 24, 2015, Plaintiff took possession of the above mentioned
vehicle and experienced nonconformities as defined by 73 P.S §1951 et seq., which substantially
impair the use, value and/or safety of the vehicle.

16. The nonconformities described violate the express written warranties issued to Plaintiff
by Defendant.

17. Section 1955 of the Pennsylvania Automobile Lemon Law provides:

If a manufacturer fails to repair or correct a nonconformity after a reasonable number of attempts, the
manufacturer shall, at the option of the purchaser, replace the motor vehicle... or accept return of the
vehicle from the purchaser, and refund to the purchaser the full purchase price, including ali collateral
charges, less a reasonable allowance for the purchasers use of the vehicle, not exceeding S$.10 per mile
driven or 10% of the purchase price of the vehicle, whichever is less.

18. Section 1956 of the Pennsylvania Automobile Lemon Law provides a presumption of a

reasonable number of repair attempts if:

(n The same nenconformity has been subject to repair three times by the manufacturer, its agents or
authorized dealers and the nonconformity still exists; or

(2) The vehicle is out-of-service by reason of any nonconformity for a cumulative total of thirty or
more calendar days.

19. Plaintiff has satisfied the above definition as the vehicle has been subject to repair more
than three (3) times for the same nonconformity, and the nonconformity remained uncorrected.

20.In addition, the above vehicle has or will be out-of-service by reason of the
nonconformities complained of for a cumulative total of thirty (30) or more calendar days.

21. Plaintiff has delivered the nonconforming vehicle to an authorized service and repair
facility of the Defendant on numerous occasions as outlined below.

22. After a reasonable number of attempts, Defendant was unable to repair the

nonconformities.



2'3. Plaintiff avers the vehicle has been subject to additional repair attempts for defects and
conditions for which Defendant's warranty dealer did not provide or maintain itemized
statements as required by 73 P.S. § 1957.

24, Plaintiff avers that such itemized statements, which were not provided as required by 73
P.S. § 1957 also include technicians' notes of diagnostic procedures and repairs, and Defendant's
Technical Service Bulletins relating to this vehicle.

25. Plaintiff avers the vehicle has been subject to additional repair attempts for defects and
conditions for which Defendant's warranty dealer did not provide the notification required by 73
P.S. § 1957.

26. Plaintiff has and will continue to suffer damages due to Defendant's failure to comply
with the provisions of 73 P.S. §§ 1954 (repair obligations), 1955 (manufacturer's duty for refund
or replacement), and 1957 (itemized statements required).

27. Pursuant to 73 P.S. § 1958, Plaintiff seeks relief for losses due to the vehicle's
nonconformities, including the award of reasonable attorneys' fees and all court costs.

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff respectfully demands judgment against Defendant in an amount
equal to the price of the subject vehicle, plus all collateral charges, attome);s' fees, and court

costs.

COUNT 11
MAGNUSON-MOSS (FTC) WARRANTY IMPROVEMENT ACT

28. Plaintiff hereby incorporates all facts and allegations set forth in this Complaint by
reference as if fully set forth at length herein.

29. Plaintiff is a "Consumer" as defined by 15 U.S.C. §2301(3).

30. Defendant is a "supplier”, "warrantor”, and a "service contractor” as defined by 15 U.S.C.
§ 2301 (4),(5) and (8).

31. The subject vehicle is a "consumer product" as defined by 15 U.S.C. § 2301(1).



3'2. By the terms of its written warranties, affirmations, promises, or service contracts,
Defendant agreed to perform effective repairs at no charge for parts and/or labor.

33. The Magnuson-Moss Warranty Improvement Act requires Defendant to be bound by all
warranties implied by state law. Said warranties are imposed on all transactions in the state in
which the vehicle was delivered.

34. Defendant has made attempts on several occasions to comply with the terms of its
express warranties; however, such repair attempts have been ineffective.

35. The Magnuson-Moss Warranty Improvement Act, 15 U.S.C. §2310(d)(2) provides:

If a consumer finally prevails on an action brought under paragraph (1) of this subsection, he may be
allowed by the court to recover as part of the judgment a sum equal to the amount of aggregate amount of
costs and expenses (including attorney fees based upon actual time expended), determined by the court to
have been reasonably incurred by the Plaintiff for, or in connection with the commencement and
prosecution of such action, unless the court, in its discretion shall determine that such an award of
attomey’s fees would be inappropriate.

36. Plaintiff has afforded Defendant a reasonable number of opportunities to conform the
vehicle to the aforementioned express warranties, implied warranties and contracts.

37. As a direct and proximate result of Defendant’s failure to comply with the express written
warranties, the Defendant has breached said warranties, has violated the Magnuson-Moss
Warranty Improvement Act, the Plaintiff has suffered damages and, in accordance with 15
U.S.C. §2310(d)(1), the Plaintiff is entitled to bring suit for such damages and other legal and
equitable relief.

38. At the time of obtaining possession of the vehicle and at all times subsequent thereto,
Plaintiff has justifiably relied upon Defendant’s express warranties and implied warranties of
fitness for a particular purpose and implied warranties of merchantability.

39. At the time of obtaining possession of the vehicle and at all times subsequent thereto,
Defendant was aware Plaintiff was relying upon Defendant’s express and implied warranties,
obligations, and representati.ons with regard to the subject vehicle.

40. Plaintiff has incurred damages as a direct and proximate result of the breach and failure

of Defendant to honor its express and implied warranties.



4.1. Such damages include, but are not limited to, the sales price of the vehicle plus all
collateral charges, including attorney fees and costs, as well as other expenses, the full extent of
which are not yet known.

42. Plaintiff avers that upon successfully prevailing upon the Magnuson-Moss claim herein,
all attorney fees are recoverable and are demanded against Defendant.

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff respectfully demands judgment against Defendant in an amount
equal to the price of the subject vehicle, plus all collateral charges, incidental and consequential

damages, reasonable attorneys' fees, and all court costs.

COUNT HlI
PENNSYLVANIA UNFAIR TRADE PRACTICES AND
CONSUMER PROTECTION LAW

43. Plaintiff hereby incorporates all facts and allegations set forth in this Complaint by
reference as if fully set forth at length herein.

44, Plaintiff is a "Person" as det{ned by 73 P.S. §201-2(2).

45. Defendant is a "Person” as defined by 73 P.S. §201-2(2).

46. Section 201-9.2(a) of the Act authorizes a private cause of action for any person "who
purchases or leases goods or services primarily for personal, family or household purposes.”

47. Section 1961 of the Pennsylvania Automobile Lemon Law, provides that a violation of its
provisions shall automatically constitute a violation of the Pennsylvania Unfair Trade Practices
and Consumer Protection Act, 73 P.S. 201-1 et seq.

48. In addition, the Pennsylvania Unfair Trade Practices and Consumer Protection Act, 73

P.S. §201-2(4), defines "unfair or deceptive acts or practices” to include the following conduct:

(vii). Representing that goods or services are of a particular standard, quality or grade, or that goods
are of a particular style or model, if they are of another;

(xiv). Failing to comply with the terms of any written guarantee or warranty given to the buyer at,
prior to, or after a contract for the purchase of goods or services is madg;

(xv). Knowingly misrepresenting that services, replacements or repairs are needed if they are not
needed;



(xvi). ' Making repairs, improvements or replacements on tangible, real or personal property of a
nature or quality inferior to or below the standard of that agreed to in writing;

(xvii). Engaging in any other fraudulent or deceptive conduct which creates a likelihood of confusion
or of misunderstanding.

49. Plaintiff avers Defendant has violated these, as well as other provisions, of 73 P.S. §201-
2 et seq.

50. Section 201-3.1 of the Act provides that the Automotive Industry Trade Practice rules
and regulations adopted by the Attorney General for the enforcement of this Act shall constitute
additional violations of the Act.

51. Defendant's conduct surrounding the sale and servicing of the subject vehicle falls within
the aforementioned definitions of "unfair or deceptive acts or practices."

52. The Act also authorizes the Court, in its discretion, to award up to three (3) times the
actual damages sustained for violations.

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff respectfully demands judgment against Defendant in an amount not
in excess of Fifty Thousand Dollars ($50,000.00), together with all collateral charges, attorneys'

fees, all court costs and treble damages.

KIMMEL & SILVERMAN, P.C. /

(215) 540-8888 4






































