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You have 30 CALENDAR DAYS afier this summons and fegal papers are served on you to file a writlen respanse at this court and have a copy

served on the plaintifl. A letter or phone call will not prolect you. Your wrillen response must be in proper lega) farm if you want the court to hear your
case. There may be a court form that you can use far your response. You can find these court forms and more information at the California Courts
Online Self-Help Center (www.courtinfo.ca.gov/selfhelp), your county law library, or the courthouse nearest you. If you cannot pay the filing fee, ask
the court clerk for a fee waiver form. If you do not file your response on lime, you may lose the case by defaull, and your wages, money, and property
may be taken withoul further warning from the court.

There are other legal requirements. You may want {o call an atlorney right away. {f you do nol know an allorney, you may want to call an atlomey
referral service. (f you cannot afford an atiorney, you may be eligible for free legal services fraom a nonprofil legal services program. You can locate
these nenprofit groups at the California Legal Services Weh site (www.lawhelpcalifornia.org), the California Courts Online Self-Hetp Center
{www.courtinfo.ca.gov/seltheip), or by contacling your local court or county bar associalion. NOTE: The court has a statutory lien for waived fees and
costs on any setllement or arbitration award of $10,000 or more in a civilcase. The court's lien must be paid before the court will dismiss the case.
JAVISO! Lo han demandado. Sino responde dentro de 30 dias, la corte puede decidir en su contra sin escuchar su versian. Lea la informacion a
continuacion. :

Tiene 30 DIAS DE CALENDARIQ después de que le enireguen esta cilacidn y papeles legales para presentar una respuesta por escrito en esto
corle y hacer que se enlregue una copia al demandante. Una carla 0 una llamada telefdnica no lo protegen. Su respuesta por escrito liene que estar
en formato legal correcto si desea que procesen su Caso en la corte. Es posible que haya un formuiario Que usled pueda usar para Su respuesta,
Puede enconlrar astos formularios de Ia corte y mas informacién en el Centro de Ayuda de las Cortes de California {(www.sucorte.ca.gov), en /a
biblioteca de leyes de su condado ¢ en Ja corte que le quede mas cerca. Si no puede pagar la cuota de presenlacion, pida al secrelario de la corte
quse le dé un formulanio de oxencién de pago do cuolas. Sino presenta su respuesta a tiempo, puede perder of caso por incumplimicnto y lo corte le
podré quilar su sueldo, dinero y bienes sin mas advertencia.

Hay olros requisitos legales. Es recomendable que ilame a un abogado inmediatamente, Si no conoce a un abogade, puede ilamar a un servicio de
remision a abogados. Sino puede pagar 3 un abogado, es posible que cumpla con l0s requisitos para obtener servicios legales gratuitos oe un
programa de servicios legales sin fings de lucro. Puede encontrar estos grupos sin fines de lucro en el sitio web de California Legal Services,

(www lawhelpcalifomia.org), en el Cenlro de Ayuda de las Cortes de California, {iwww sucorie.ca.gov) o poniéndose en contacto con Ia corte o el
colegio de abogados locales. AVISO: Por ley, 1a corte liene derecho a reclamar las cuolas y los cosios exentos por imponer un gravamen sobre
cualquier recuperaci6n de $10,000 6 mas de valor recibida mediante un acuerdo o una concesién de arbilraje en un caso de derecho civil. Tiene que
pagar el gravamen de la corle antes de que la corte pueda desechar el €350,
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Plaintiff alleges as follows:

S

2.

3. As used in this Complaint, the word “Defendant” shall refer collectively to all
Defendants named in this Complaint, untess otherwise specified.

4. Defendant KIA MOTORS AMERICA, INC. (“DEFENDANT” or “Kia”) is a
California corporation organized and in existence under the laws of the State of California and
registered with the California Department of Corporations to conduct business in California,
and engaged in conducting business in Orange County, California. At all times discussed
herein, DEFENDANT was engaged in the: design, development, manufacture, distribution,
marketing, selling, leasing, warranting, servicing, and repair of automobiles, including the
Subject Vehicle.

5. Plaintiff is ignorant of the true names and capacities of the Defendants sued under
the fictitious names DOES 1 to 10. They are sued pursuant to Code of Civil Procedure section
474. When Plaintiff becomes aware of the true names and capacities of the Defendants sued as
DOES 1 to 10, Plaintiff will amend this Complaint to state their true names and capacities.

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

6. On or about December 28, 2013, Plaintiff purchased a new 2014 Kia Soul vehicle
identification number _hereafter “Subject Vehicle”),which was
manufactured and/or distributed by Defendant. The Subject Vehicle was purchased or used
primarily for personal, family, or household purposes. Plaintiff purchased the Subject Vehicle
from a person or entity engaged in the business of manufacturing, distributing, or selling
consumer goods at retail.

7. In connection with the leased and/or purchase, Plaintiff received an express
written warranty, including, a 5 year/60,000 mile express bumper to bumper warranty, and a 10-

year/100,000 mile powertrain warranty which, inter alia, covers the engine and transmission.

1
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Defendant undertook to preserve or maintain the utility or performance of the Subject Vehicle
or to provide compensation if there is a failure in utility or performance for a specified period
of time. The warranty provided, in relevant part, that in the event a defect developed with the
Subject Vehicle during the warranty period, Plaintiff could deliver the Vehicle for repair
services to Defendant's representative and the Subject Vehicle would be repaired.

8. During the warranty period, the Subject Vehicle contained or developed defects,
including but not limited to, defects resulting in shaking and/or vibration of the Vehicle; defects
related to the engine air filter; defects related to the cabin filter; defects related to the steering
system; defects related to the transmission; defects requiring the replacement of the battery;
defects related to the front lights flickering; defects requiring replacement of the headlight
connectors; defects related to the high beams; defects resulting in the headlights flashing;
defects related to the electrical system; defects resulting in the inoperability of the inhibitor
switch; defects related to the electronic instrument cluster; defects resulting in the illumination
of the check engine light; defects requiring the performance of Safety Recall SC155A; defects
requiring the performance of Recall SC144; defects requiring the performance of Recall
SA194PS; defects requiring the performance of Recall SA206; defects requiring the
performance of Recall SA223A; defects causing excessive oil consumption; defects causing the
engine to burn excessive amounts of oil; defects related to the engine; defects related to the
accelerator pedal; defects requiring an update to the ACU logic; defects resulting in fault code
DTC P0705; defects requiring replacement of the driveshaft hub nut; defects causing rough idle;
and/or any other defects described in the repair history for the Subject Vehicle (collectively,
“Defects”). Said defects substantially impair the use, value, or safety of the Subject Vehicle.

9. Plaintiff purchased the Subject Vehicle as manufactured with KIA’s 1.6-liter GDI
engine. .

“10.  Plaintiff suffered damages in a sum to be 'proven at trial in an amount that is not
less than $25,001.00.

11.  All acts of corporate employees as alleged herein were authorized or ratified by

an officer, director, or managing agent of the corporate employer.
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12.  Each Defendant, whether actually or fictitiously named herein, was the principal,
agent (actual or ostensible), or employee of each other Defendant, and in acting as such principal
or within the course and scope of such employment or agency, took some part in the acts and
omissions hereinafter set forth by reason of which each Defendant is liable to Plaintiff for the
relief prayed for herein.

Defendant’s Knowledge of and Failure to Disclose the Engine Defect

13.  Defendant, along with Hyundai Motor America, Inc. and their Korean parent
entities, released certain vehicles, including the 2011-2013 Hyundai Tucson and the 2012-0216
Kia Soul with a 2.0 or 1.6L. GDI engine, which is susceptible to sudden stalling while at any
speed and/or to burst into flames (“Engine Defect”).

14.  Defendant knew or should have known about the Engine Defect before the
Subject Vehicle was offered for sale. Defendant failed to correct the dangerous defect or
disclose it to unwary consumers, including Plaintiff.

15.  2012-2016 Kia Souls with the 1.6L engine have catalytic converters that
overheat, resulting in catastrophic engine damage and fires. In February 2019, Kia Motors
America, Inc. (Defendant) issued a recall for 378,967 Soul vehicles from the 2012 to 2016
model years, all of which have 1.6-liter direct injection gasoline engines. In these engines, the
catalytic converter, which reduces pollutants in exhaust emissions, is susceptible to overheating
due to—according to Kia—a programming error. When the catalytic converter overheats,
abnormal combustion in the engine can result. This can damage the pistons’ connecting rods,
potentially fracturing the engine block and causing an oil leak. Connecting rod failure, damaged
pistons, and a cracked engine block can all cause sudden and catastrophic engine failure during
normal driving, and the resulting leakage of oil onto hot engine parts can result in engine fires.

16. On November 16, 2018, Kia Motor America, Inc. and Kia Motors Corporation
(KMC), submitted a response to Defect Petition (DP18-003) for the Kia Soul vehicle and did

not identify or report any potential defect trends. Between November 16 and December §, 2018,

KMC analyzed Soul engine claim data and identified a relationship between catalytic converter

-~
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damage and engine fires. Upon KMC’s request, DEFENDANT collected data throughout
December for

an evaluation of defect trends in suspect vehicles. Between January 7 and February 20, 2019,
KMC engineers traveled to the United States to inspect 120 collected, potentially hazardous
parts. They identified the defect and confirmed the risk of sudden engine stalls and fires. More
than three months after Kia’s investigation began, KMC decided to conduct a safety recall due
to potential risk of fire on February 21, 2019.!

17.  This investigation and recall amount to too little, too late. Kia was aware of thé
dangers of an overheating catalytic converter in these engines since prior to Plaintiff’s purchase
of the Subject Vehicle. The Safety Recall Report for thé February 21, 2019 recall discloses that
“[t]he [Electronic Control Unit] ECU logic for the Cétalytic Overheating Protection (COP) was
changed and improved to prevent overheating of the catalytic converter on July 27, 2016,
beginning with the start of the 2017 MY Soul production. However, the 2016 MY Soul
production ended on August 11, 2016 with the previous COP ECU logic.”?

18.  Defendant failed to recall or repair the defective vehicles, including Plaintiffs,
leading to hundreds or thousands of engine failures, sudden stalls, and non-collision fires.

19.  Further, Defendant is aware that the recalls it has released have been insufficient
to remedy the problem, only making it more difficult for unwary consumers to discover
Defendant’s wrongful conduct alleged herein.

20.  According to the National Highway Traffic Safety Administration (NHTSA),
Hyundai is recalling 120,000 Tucsons, and Kia is recalling over 378,000 Souls with the i.6-liter
“Gamma” engine, each of which suffers from a serious defect. On information and belief, there
are another roughly 300,000 Souls equipped with the 2.0-liter “Nu” engine that are also
defective but are not currently the subject of any proposed recall. The affected vehicles include:

2012-2016 Kia Soul 1.6-liter, 2012-2016 Kia Soul 2.0-liter, and 2011-2013 Hyundai Tucson.

12012-2016 MY Soul Engine Control Unit (ECU) Logic Chronology for NHTSA Recall No. 19V 120000 (Feb. 22,
2019), https:/static.nhtsa.gov/odi/rcl/2019/RMISC-19V120-6176.pdf (last visited July 1, 2019).

2 part 573 Safety Recall Report for NHTSA Recall No. 19V 120000 (Feb. 22, 2019),
hitps://static.nhtsa.gov/odi/rcl/2019/RCLRPT-19V120-171 4.PDF (last visited July 1, 2019).
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21.  The proposed recall of the Kia Soul covers 375,000 vehicles equipped with one
engine—the 1.6-liter “Gamma” engine—but does not address Kia Soul Plus vehicles equipped
with what is, on information and belief, a second defective engine, the 2.0-liter “Nu” engine.
The 2.0-liter engine is similarly subject to fire risk. For the Hyundai Tucson, Hyundat has
announced a recall, but its recall documents indicate that, nearly ten years after these vehicles
were manufactured, and after numerous reports of engine fails, stalls, and fires, Hyundai still
does not know the cause of the defect and does not have a proposed fix for the recall campaign.

22.  2012-2016 Kia Soul with 2.0-liter engines also suffer from defects that can result
in catastrophic failures, stalls, and engine fires. Like the 1.6-liter Kia Soul and numerous other
Kia models before it, on information and belief, the 2.0-liter version suffers from a defect or
defects that can result in catastrophic failures, stalls, and engine fires. Kia’s prior recalls involve
manufacturing and design defects that result in oil starvation or lubrication failures. When these
conditions occur, the connecting rods between the engine pistons and crankshaft can fail and
puncture the engine block. When this occurs, engine oil can leak out of the punctured engine
block, contact hot engine components, and ignite engine fires. Even if the engine block is not
punctured, connecting rod and rod bearing failures can result in sudden, catastrophic engine
failures or stalls at speed, which can be just as dangerous as an engine fire. Kia’s proposed recall -
blames an overheating catalytic converter for this type of failure in the 1.6-liter engines, and has
blamed manufacturing problems with oil seals or with metal debris left in engine components
for this type of failure in prior recalls of 2.0- and 2.4-liter engines.

23.  2.0-liter Kia Souls have suffered engine failures and fires, these vehicles, too,
apparently suffer from one or both of the same defects as the 1.6-liter Kia Souls. However, as of
yet, Kia has failed to announce any recall or repair for these vehicles.

24.  2011-2013 Hyundai Tucson oil pans were improperly sealed during
manufacturing, leading to spontaneous and catastrophic engine stalls and fires. Manufacturing
defects leading to oil pan leaks in 2011-2013 Hyundai Tucson vehicles have caused serious risk
of harm in the form of spontaneous engine stalling and engine fire.

25.  Alongside the Kia Soul recall described above, Hyundai issued a recall of at least

S
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120,000 Tucson SUVs from the 2011 to 2013 model years due to potential engine pan oil leaks
caused by insufficient sealing between the oil pan and the engine block. If unaddressed, the
engine oil pan leakage may cause engine damage that leads to increased risk of fire or a stalled
engine at high speeds. These engines were sold to unsuspecting consumers.

26.  Two Hyundai Tucson Safety Recall Réports were submitted on February 5, 2019
and February 15, 201§. Both reports identified that vehicles produced from March 1, 2010, to
December 31, 2012, needed to be recalled for safety purposes, but the later Safety Recall Report
specified that potentially hazardous Tucson vehicles were equipped with 2.4-liter engines—the
same engines identified in the Kia 2011-2012 Sportage recall. More telling, this is also the same
engine involved in 2015 and 2017 recalls of other vehicles for engine fire defects, some of
which were recalled yet again in 2019 because the fires could recur even after recall repairs
were conducted. Baséd on information NHTSA received from HMC, the recall of Tucson
vehicles was required to minimize exposure to risk of stalling or fire.?

27.  Despite the fact that this dangerous defect persists in vehicles manufactured as
long ago as 2010, and despite several failed recalls of other models equipped with the same
engine over the past several years, as of March 2019 Hyundai still has not identified the cause of
the defect or proposed a repair for it, despite agreeing to recall the Tucson.

28. In the past, Hyundai and Kia have recalled numerous other models with GDI
engines to repair defects that could lead to engine failures and fires, but these issues have
recurred despite the recalls. Hyundai and Kia are recalling many of those vehicles yet again for
the same probiems. Consumers have every reason to suspect that a recall for the vehicles at
issue in this Complaint—which were not part of the previous recalls but appear to suffer from
similar defects—at this late date will not be an adequate solution.

29.  For example, Defendant issued TSB 05-20-006 in September 2012 (blaming the
"engine knock noise [on] the use of an aftermarket oil product™ and instructed that any repair
made under the same was not a repair covered under warranty), TSB 15-01-048 in December

2015, Recall SC147 in March 2017, and a revision of SC147 in February 2018 (all purporting

3 part 573 Safety Recall Report for NHTSA Recall No. 19V063000 (Feb. 5, 2019),
https://static.nhtsa.gov/odi/rcl/2019/RCLRPT-19V063-669¢.PDF (last visited July 1 ,2019).
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to be able to repair the engine). Moreover, Defendant issued these TSBs and Recalls for only a
limited number of vehicles equipped with the GDI engines, leaving out swaths of vehicles with
GDI engines that have been marked by reports of non-collision fires, like the Kia Soul and later
model years of the Santa Fe, including the 2014 Kia Soul.

30. Hyundai and Kia alike have concealed these defects for years, despite hundreds
of consumer complaints of spontaneous catastrophic engine failures, stalls, and fires. In the case
of the Kia Souls with Nu engines, Kia continues to conceal the defects. The recalls now being
conducted were forced by a NHTSA investigation that grew in part out of concern over the
timeliness and scope of Hyundai’s prior recalls for defects that could lead to engine fires in
vehicles equipped with similar engines. Congress eventually summoned Kia and Hyundai
executives to appear and testify about these defects, but these executives refused to appear.

31.  Hyundai and Kia conducted durability testing before these vehicles ever went on
sale should have identified the issue. But Defendant has also been on notice for years of the
defects through NHTSA complaints and warranty claims, as well as prior recalls of vehicles
equipped with the same or similar engines, and have done nothing but conceal the defect until .
now. The proposed recalls now follow investigations prompted by Defendant’s failure to
adequately remedy another set of defects that can cause engine fires.

32.  Because of the nature of latent Engine Defect and Defendant’s concealment of
the same, Plaintiff unknowingly assumed the risk of catastrophic engine failures and fires—and
concomitant risk of injury or death—resulting from defects that Defendant knew or should have
known about before the Subject Vehicle was ever sold; learned of or should have learned of
from the hundreds or thousands of engine failures, fires, and complaints from consumers that

followed; and concealed and failed to remedy for years.

Hyundai and Kia Have a Pattern of Defects That Can Result In
Engine Failure and Fires

33.  Hyundai and Kia are familiar with engine defects and have a track record of
failing to adequately remedy them. The companies issued a similar recall in September 2015
after prompting by the NHTSA. Specifically, Hyundai issued Recall No. 15V568000 for

470,000 MY 2011-2012 Hyundai Sonata vehicles manufactured at Hyundai Motor
. .
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Manufacturing Alabama that were equipped with 2.0-liter and 2.4-liter “Theta II” GDI engines
due to reported stalling events and numerous engine-related warranty claims. At the time, Kia
did not recall any vehicles, though some shared the same “Theta 1I”” engines.

34.  Unfortunately, in a now-familiar pattern, Hyundai did not recall nearly enough
vehicles. In March 2017, Hyundai expanded its initial recall to 572,000 MY 2013-2014 Sonata
and Santa Fe Sport vehicles with 2.0-liter and 2.4-liter GDI “Theta 1I” engines for the same
manufacturing debris-related issues.

3s. That same day, Kia recalled 618,000 MY 2011-2014 Optima, 2012-2014 Sorento
and 2011-2013 Sportage vehicles, all of which had the “Theta II” engine as well. Just like
Hyundai’s recall, the potentially restricted oil flow to the main bearings could lead to premature
bearing wear and eventual bearing failure, causing the engine to stall.

36.  The delay in expanding the recall to all affected vehicles between 2015 and 2017
caught the attention of NHTSA, which launched an investigation in May of 2017 into concerns
that both companies’ recalls should have been issued earlier. Nearly two more years went by as
Hyundai and Kia kept receiving reports of engine fires in vehicles containing Theta Il engines.

37. While NHTSA was investigating the “timeliness and scope” of the March 2017
Sonata and Santa Fe engine recalls, it relayed to Hyundai that there had been a number of
engine-stall and spontaneous fire claims for the Tucson equipped with GDI engines. This
investigation eventually led to the 2011-2013 Hyundai Tucson and 2011-2012 Kia Sportage oil
leak recall described above.

38. In January 2019, Hyundai recalled 100,000 2011-2014 Sonata and 2013-2014
Santa Fe Sport vehicles, and Kia recalled 68,000 2011-2014 Optima; 2012-2014 Sorento, and
2011-2013 Sportage vehicles. These vehicles had already been involved in an earlier recall that
could include engine replacement, but fires could recur despite that purported repair. Hyundai
has previously repaired cars with similar defects, only to have the problems recur either because
the replacement parts suffered from the same defects or because other parts were damaged by
the repair process. Consumers therefore have reason to worry that just recalling and repairing

the afflicted vehicles may not solve these serious and dangerous defects.

8

COMPLAINT; JURY TRIAL DEMANDED




STRATEGIC LECGAL PRACTICES, APC
1840 CENTURY PARK EAST, SUITE 430, LOS ANGELES, CA 90067

S W N

O 0 3 O W

10
11
12
13

- 14

15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25

26

27
28

39.  Alongside the February 2019 recalls of the 1.6-liter Kia Souls and Hyundai
Tucsons, DEFENDANT issued another recall of approximately 32,296 Sportage vehicles from
the 2011 and 2012 model years due to potential oil pan leaks. The affected vehicles are
equipped with 2.4-liter engines supplied by HMC’s Ulsan plant. Like the explanation Hyundai
offers for the Tucson recall, during vehicle assembly these oil pans may have received
insufficient sealing, leading to low oil levels that can cause engine damage. A damaged engine
can cause the engine to stall, increasing the risk of a crash. Furthermore, oil leaks increase the
risk of fire.

40.  Like the explanation Hyundai offers for the Tucson recall, during vehicle
assembly these oil pans may have received insufﬁcieﬁt sealing, leading to low oil levels that can
cause engine damage. A damaged engine can cause the engine to stall, increasing the risk of a
crash. Furthermore, oil leaks increase the risk of fire.

41.  In 2019, Kia reviewed engine oil pan replacement warranty claims that had been
submitted due to reports of oil leakage. In February 13, 2019, Kia decided to conduct a recall of
more than 30,000 Kia Sportage vehicles.

Defendant Actively Concealed the Engine Defect

42.  The Defendant intentionally concealed, suppreésed, and failed to disclose the
material fact that the Subject vehicle had design and manufacturing defects that could result in
sudden and catastrophic engine stalling, failure, and fire. Defendants knew or should have
known the true facts, due to their involvement in the design, installation, calibration,
manufacture, durability testing, and warranty service of the engines, catalytic converters, and
ECU programming in the Subject Vehicle and others like it. And yet, at no time did Defendant
reveal the truth to Plaintiff nor other consumers. To the contrary, Defendant concealed the truth,
intending for Plaintiff and other consumers to rely on these omissions. Plaintiff purchased or
leased the Subject Vehicle believing, in reliance on Defendants’ statements and omissions, it to
be safe and free from major engine defects.

43,  Kia’s website, press releases, and marketing materials describe “rigorous” testing

of both normal and extraordinary driving conditions, over long hours and thousands of miles
9
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and in extreme weather and geography, to ensure the durability of Kia vehicles. Kia’s website
touts its testing: “We put our engines through rigorous testing in the highest, hottest, and coldest
places that a car can possibly be before we put them in our cars.”* Kia’s website goes on to
describe several specific durability tests it conducts, under the motto “We run our cars in
various ways, identify causes and find solutions to them to make our cars endure over a long
time without fault.” These tests include: 1. “item durability tests” of individual parts, 2. “module

durability tests” of entire assembled components, 3. a “Belgian road test” of driving over rough

" cobbles to test noise, vibration, and harshness, 4. a “high speed test,” 5. a “corrosion test,” 6. a

“P/T test” of engine performance and temperature, and 7. whole-vehicle safety/crash testing. It
further describes testing for extreme weather conditions as well as durability testing conducted
on numerous test facilities around the world. |

44,  Kia therefore knew or should have known about these defects before each
affected model year ever went to market as a result of its durability testing

45.  Before the 2012 model year went on the market, Kia actively concealed its
knowledge of this dangerous defect from consumers and safety regulators alike despite
hundreds of reports of catastrophic engine failures.

46.  Oninformation and belief, Hyundai conducts similarly rigorous pre-sale
durability testing, which should have revealed the existence of the engine defect in the Tucson.

47.  Furthermore, numerous owners and lessees of 2012-2016 Soul vehicles equipped
with both the 1.6-liter and 2.0-liter engines have submitted complaints about catastrophic engine
failures and fires to the National Highway Traffic Safety Administration. Some examples appear
below.

2012 Kia Soul - NHTSA ID Number: 11128688

VEHICLE HAS 96000 MILES. WHILE DRIVING ON HIGHWAY BEGAN TO

HEAR RATTLING AND PINGING. ATTEMPTED TO MAKE IT TO REST AREA

TO PULL OVER AND INSPECT. HEARD LOUD BANG AND ENGINE STALLED.
.COASTED INTO REST AREA. INSPECTION REVEALED OIL LEAKING FROM

HOLE BLOWN IN LOWER ENGINE BLOCK.

2014 Kia Soul - NHTSA ID Number; 11173144

4 htip://www kia.com/worldwide/experience_kia/rnd/performance.do (last visited Mar. 4, 2019).
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WHILE DRIVING ON THE HIGHWAY, THE DASH BOARD STARTED TURN OFF
AND ON THE CAR BEGAN TO LOSE POWER. I PULLED OFF TO THE SIDE
AND THE LIGHTS ON THE DASH CAME ON AND THE CAR SHUT DOWN
COMPLETELY.WITHIN A FEW MINUTES SMOKE STARTED COMING FROM
THE HOOD OF THE CAR FOLLOWED BY A SMALL FIRE. I GOT OUT OF THE
CAR AND THE FIRE GREW AND COMPLETLY BURNED THE CAR.

2016 Kia Soul — NHTSA ID Number: 11180538

AFTER A SHORT DRIVE, I PARKED MY 2016 KIA SOUL IN THE GARAGE AND
15 MINUTES LATER I HEARD A NOISE IN THE GARAGE. MY HUSBAND
OPENED THE DOOR TO THE GARAGE AND FOUND FLAMES COMING FROM
THE STATIONARY KIA. THE ENTIRE GARAGE CAUGHT FIRE AND
INCLUDED MY OTHER CAR WHICH WAS AN INFINITI G35. THE PRIMARY
FLAMES WERE COMING OUT OF THE HOOD/FRONT RIGHT FENDER SEAM
WITH MINOR FLAMES UNDERNEATH THE KIA. WE KNOW THAT THE FIRE
STARTED IN THE PASSENGER SIDE OF THE ENGINE COMPARTMENT OF
THE KIA SOUL. THE VEHICLE WAS LESS THAN ONE YEAR OLD, HAD
APPROXIMATELY 6000 MILES, AND HAD ONLY BEEN SERVICED ONCE AT
THE HENDERSON KIA DEALERSHIP FOR AN OIL CHANGE. ... WE HAD TO
MOVE OUT OF OUR HOME FOR FIVE MONTHS WHILE THE HOUSE WAS
BEING REPAIRED. THERE WAS OVER §$142,000 DAMAGE TO OUR HOME AND
PERSONAL PROPERTY.

48.  Similarly, numerous owners and lessees of 2011-2013 Hyundai Tucson SUVs:

2012 Hyundai Tucson NHTSA ID Number: 11103584

CATASTROPHIC ENGINE FAILURE ON A 2012 TUCSON WITH ONLY 80K
MILES.THE VEHICLE WAS REGULARLY SERVICED. HEARD A FAINT
TICKING COMING FROM THE ENGINE WHILE DRIVING, AND LATER THAT
DAY, THE ENGINE BLEW. APPARENTLY THE THETA 2 ENGINE THE
VEHICLE USES IS KNOWN FOR

FAILURE, BUT THE HYUNDAI DEALERSHIP I TOOK THE VEHICLE TO
CLAIMED ONLY ABOUT 2% OF THESE CARS WERE AFFECTED, AND I WAS
JUST "UNLUCKY". NO WARNING LIGHTS, NOTHING. WAS ON THE
INTERSTATE DURING RUSH HOUR AT THE TIME OF THE INCIDENT, AND
WAS ALMOST HIT BY MULTIPLE VEHICLES BECAUSE OF THIS.

2013 Hyundai Tucson NHTSA ID Number: 11119738

ON JUNE 17,2018 MY ENGINE BLEW ON MY 2013 TUCSON, LESS THAN 75000
MILES. WE WERE TRAVELING ON THE INTERSTATE AT SPEEDS OF 75
MILES PER HOUR WHEN THE ENGINE BEGAN TO KNOCK THEN LOOSE
SPEED. TRAFFIC ALL AROUND US WAS TRAVELING AT 75-80 MILES PER
HOUR, VERY SCARY AS WE WERE GOING 10-15 MILES PER HOUR WHEN WE
MANAGED TO PULL OFF ON AN EXIT AND THE ENGINE SIMPLY DIED AND
NEVER WOULD RESTART. WE HAD TO PUSH IT THROUGH A BUSY
INTERSECTION TO A GAS STATION. WE HAD IT TOWED TO THE LOCAL
HYUNDAI DEALER WHERE IT STILL SITS 2 MONTHS LATER WAITING ON
AN ENGINE TO BE DELIVERED.
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49.  Despite the 300-plus vehicle fire reports NHTSA received, Hyundai and Kia
representatives initially dismissed the dangers their vehicles posed to consumers, claiming that
“[i]n some very rare instances—a rate of less than 1 percent—the affected engines have caught
on fire. An exhaustive study has confirmed that there is no defect trend outside of that identified
in the related recalls causing non-collision fires in Hyundai vehicles.” Even if this estimate is
accurate, 1% of the over 1.7 million or more vehicles Defendants have recalled for engine fire
risks so far amount to 17,000 engine fires suffered by American consumers.>

50.  Defendants’ irresponsibly slow reaction and failure to adequately remedy the
stalling and engine fires caused by their defective vehicles drew the interest of the Senate
Commerce Committee, which invited the automakers to defend their lack of response. Though
they were asked to “promptly identify and respond to defects that may pose a fire risk” at a
November 14, 2018 hearing, and despite the ongoing investigation into why hundreds or
thousands of their vehicles were spontaneously bursting into flames, the Hyundai and Kia
executives refused to attend the congressional hearing.

S1.  Inresponse to Defendants’ refusal to appear .before Congress, Jason Levine,
executive director of the Center for Auto Safety, said: “Until Hyundai and Kia are willing to
take responsibility for the three million vehicles on the road that could burst into flames at any
minute—with no apparent warning to the driver—we will continue to press for a recall and full
and thorough investigation. There has already been one death and a few injuries associated with
these vehicle fires. How many people need to be horrifically burned before someone takes
action?”®

52.  Though more than three years had gone by since the original 2015 recall of
vehicles with “Theta II” engines, Kia claimed in late 2018 that the company was working with

the Senate committee to “analyze all relevant information associated with any fire or other

3 Kyle Hyatt, Center for Auto Safety calls out Hyundai and Kia over lack of fire recall, CNet (Oct. 12, 2018),
https://www.cnet.com/roadshow/news/hyundai-kia-center-for-auto-safety-fire-recall (last visited July 1, 2019)

6 Jackie Callaway, Kia, Hyundai CEOs refuse to attend Senate hearing to explain cause of car fires, ABC Action
News (Nov. 8, 2018, updated Dec. 10, 2018), https://www.abcactionnews.com/news/local-news/i-teaminvestigates/
kia-hyundai-ceos-refuse-to-attend-senate-hearing-to-explain-cause-of-car-fires (last visited July 1, 2019).
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safety-related matters and will take any necessary corrective action in a timely manner.”’
However, Defendants’ failure to respond proactively to these dangerous defects, and lengthy
concealment of them, is unsurprising in light of the previous delays and failed recall of the
“Theta II” engines.

53.  For the 2011-2013 Hyundai Tucson, despite the announced recall, Hyundai still
has not identified or announced the cause of the defect or any proposed repair. For the 2012-
2016 1.6-liter Kia Soul, Kia proposes to simply reprogram the catalytic converter, which may
not be permissible under emissions regulations and, in any event, is unlikely to repair an engine
defect of this severity. Finaily, for the 2012-2016 2.0-liter Kia Soul, Kia has not taken any
action. These recalls—or lack thereof—are too little, too late.

54. A reasonable consumer would not know that the catalytic converter in Kia Soul
vehicles could overheat, resulting in catastrophic engine failure and/or fire. Plaintiff did not
knov;/ of the facts which were concealed from them by Defendant. Moreover, as an ordinary
consumer, Plaintiff did not, and could not, unravel the deception on their own.

.55. Defendant had a duty to disclose that the Engine Defect existed. Defendant had
such a duty because the true facts were known and/or accessible only to them and because they
knew these facts were not known to or reasonably discoverable by Plaintiff unless and until the
defect manifested in the Subject Vehicle. As alleged herein, Defendants denied and concealed
the defects in the face of consumer complaints and regulatory investigations. Plaintiff did not,
and could not, unravel Defendants’ deception on their own. |

56.  Defendant also had a duty to disclose the true nature of these vehicles as a result
of their prior recalls. By issuing recalls of certain vehicles and representing that these
represented the full population of affected vehicles, Defendants led consumers and even safety
regulators to believe, at least for a time; that they were remedying the engine fire problems. In
fact, these recalls—in addition to being unsuccessful—failed to include hundreds of thousands

of additional vehicles that suffered from similar major defects.
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57.  Defendants’ acts were committed wantonly, maliciously, oppressively,
deliberately, with intent to defraud; in reckless disregard of the rights of consumers including
Plaintiff; and to enrich themselves. Their misconduct warrants an assessment of punitive
damages in an amount sufficient to deter such conduct in the future, which amount shall be
determined according to proof at trial.

TOLLING OF THE STATUTES OF LIMITATION

58.  To the extent there are any statutes of limitation applicéble to Plaintiff’s claims—

“including, without limitation, her express warranty, implied warranty, and fraudulent omission

claims—the running of the limitation periods has been tolled by, inter alia, the following
doctrines or n_;les': equitable tolling, the discovery rule, the fraudulent concealment rule,
equitable estoppel, the repair doctrine, and/or class action tolling (e.g., the American Pipe rule)
arising from the pendency of the Flaherty et al. v. Hyundai Motor Company et al matter (C.D.
Cal. No. 8:18-cv-02223) and Snider v. Hyundai Motor Company, et al matter (W.D. Wash. No.
2:19-cv-00371). B
A. Discovery Rule Tolling

59. Plaintiff had no way of knowing about Defendant’s deception with respect to
the Engine Defect until the defect manifested itself and Defendant was unable to repair it after
a reasonable number of repair attempts.

60.  Within the time period of any applicable statutes of limitation, Plaintiff could not

have discovered through the exercise of reasonable diligence that Defendant was concealing the

| Defect and conduct complained of herein and concealing the companies’ true position with

respect to the Engine Defect.

61. Plaintiff did not discover, and did not know of, facts that would have caused a
reasonable person to suspect that Defendant had concealed information about the Engine Defect
in the Kia Vehicles, which was discovered by Plaintiff shortly before this action was filed.

62.  Defendant was under a continuous duty to disclose to Plaintiff the true character,
quality, and nature of the Kia vehicles suffering from the Engine Defect, and the inevitable

repairs, costs, time, and monetary damage resulting from the Engine Defect.
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Some Pertinent Portions of Plaintiff>s Repair History

63.  The following is a brief su.mmary of some pertinent portions of the Subject
Vehicle’s repair history.

64. On or about April 3, 2017, with 50,471 miles on the odometer, Plaintiff presented
the Subject Vehicle to Defendant’s repair -facility Kia of Downtown in Los Angeles, California
for various concerns, including the check engine light illuminated and the Vehicle would not
start. Kia of Downtown verified the concerns and found DTC PQ705, an inoperable inhibitor
switch, malfunctioning electronic instrument cluster, and the check engine light illuminated,
among other issues. Kia of Downtown replaced the inhibitor switch and replaced the battery
under warranty.

65.  Thereafter, Plaintiff has continued to experience symptoms of the Engine Defect
despite Defendant’s representations that the engine was repaired. .

66.  Plaintiff discovered Defendant’s wrongful conduct alleged herein in or about June
2019 when she requested a buyback and/or restitution of the Subject Vehicle from KMA, as the
Vehicle continued to exhibit symptoms of the Engine Defect following KMA’s unsuccessful
attempts to repair it. However, KMA failed to provide restitution pursuant to the Song-Beverly
Consumer Warranty Act and failed to disclose the Engine Defect.

67.  Plaintiff had no way of knowing about Defendants’ deception with respect to the
Engine Defect.

68.  Within the time period of any applicable statutes of limitation, Plaintiff could not
have discovered through the exercise of reasonable diligence that Defendants were concealing
the Defect and conduct complained of herein and misrepresenting the companies’ true position
with respect to the Engine Defect.

69. Plaintiff did not discover, and did not know of, facts that would have caused a
reasonable person to suspect that Defendants had concealed information about the Engine
Defect in the Kia Vehicles at the time of sale and thereafter, which was discovered by Plaintiff

shortly before this action was filed.

15

COMPLAINT; JURY TRIAL DEMANDED




STRATEGIC LEGAL PRACTICES, APC
[840 CENTURY PARK EAST, SUITE 430, LOS ANGELES, CA 90067

HWwW N

O N N W

10
11
12
13
14
15
16

17

18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28

70.  Making it even more difficult to discover that the Subject Vehicle’s engine
suffered from a safety defect was Defendant’s issuance of various TSBs and Recalls purporting
to be able to fix the symptoms of the Engine Defect and/or that such symptoms were not the
result of a defect. For example, Kia issued TSB 05-20-006 in September 2012 (blaming the
"engine knock noise [on] the use of an aftermarket oil product” and instructed that any repair
made under the same was not a repair covered under warranty), TSB 15-01-048 in December
2015, Recall SC147 in March 2017, a revision of SC147 in February 2018, and the October
2018 campaign for a software update of the Engine Control Unit (all purporting to be able to
repair the engine). Moreover, Defendant issued these TSBs and Recalls for only a limited
number of vehicles equipped with the GDI engines, leaving out swaths of vehicles suffering from
the Ehgine-Defect that have been marked by reports of non-collision fires, like the Kia Soul and
later model years of the Santa Fe, including the 2014 Kia Soul.

71.  Defendants were under a continuous duty to disclose to Plaintiff the true
character, quality, and nature of the Kia vehicles suffering from the Engine Defect, and the
inevitable repairs, costs, time, and monetary damage resulting from the Engine Defect.

B. Class Action Tolling

72.  Under the tolling rule articulated in Am. Pipe & Const. Co. v. Utah, 414 U.S.
538, 94 S. Ct. 756, 38 L. Ed. 2d 713 (1974) (“American Pipe”), the filing of a class action
lawsuit in federal court tolls the statute of limitations for the claims of unnamed class members
until the class certification issue is resolved. In applying American Pipe tolling to California
cases, the California Supreme Court summarized the tolling rule derived from American Pipe and
stated that the statute of limitations is tolled from the time of commencement of the suit to the
time of denial of certification for all purported members of the class. Jolly v. Eli Lilly & Co., 44
Cal.3d 1103, 1119 (1988). Tolling lasts from the day a class claim is asserted until the day the
suit is conclusively not a class action. Falk v. Children's Hosp. Los Angeles, 237 Cal. App. 4th
1454, 1464 (2015).

73.  Here, the statutes of limitations applicable to Plaintiff’s claims were tolled by the

filing of the Flaherty et al. v. Hyundai Motor Company et al (C.D. Cal. No. 8:18-cv-02223) class
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action on December 14, 2018 and Srider v. Hyundai Motor Company, et al matter (W.D. Wash.
No. 2:19-cv-00371) on March 13, 2019. See San Francisco USD v. WR Grace, 37 Cal. App. 4th
1318, 1337-38 (1995) (limitations period tolled during the period plaintiff was a member of a
class of Plaintiff in a federal asbestos class action); Becker v. McMillin Construction Co., 226
Cal. App. 3d 1493, 1495 (1991) (same).®

74.  The American Pipe rule tolled Plaintiff’s express warranty, implied warranty,

and fraudulent omission claims because (i) they are the same or similar to claims alleged in the

| Flaherty and Snider class actions; (ii) Plaintiff was a member of the putative Flaherty and Snider

class; and (iii) in light of the similarity between Plaintiff’s claims and the claims in Flaherty and
Snider, the Flaherty and Snider actions placed Defendant on notice of Plaintiff’s claims.

75.  The Flaherty and Snider matters are still pending as of the filing of this complaint.
Therefore, Plaintiff’s claims here were tolled from December 14, 2018 (the date the Flaherty
action commenced) to the present.

C. The Repair Doctrine

76.  The statute of limitations is tolled by various unsuccessful attempts to repair the
vehicle.’

77.  Additionally, the limitations period for warranty claims is tolled against a
defendant whenever that Defendant claims that the defect is susceptible to repair and attempts
to repair the defect.'”

78.  Here, Defendant undertook to perform various engine repairs and issued various

engine-related repair measures in the form of TSBs and recalls. During the time in which

8 California authority allows cross-jurisdictional tolling, i.e., tolling of claims alleged in a California statg
action by a federal class action. San Francisco Unified Sch. Dist. v. W.R. Grace & Co., 37 Cal. App. 4th 1318 (1995)

% See Aced v. Hobbs—Sesack Plumbing Co., 55 Cal.2d 573, 585 (1961) (“The statute of limitations is
tolled where one who has breached a warranty claims that the defect can be repaired and attempts to make
repairs.”) and A&B Painting & Drywall, Inc. v. Sup. Cr., 25 Cal.App.4th 349, 355 (2002) (“Tolling during a
period of repairs rests upon the same basis as does an estoppel to assert the statute of limitations, i.e., reliance by
the plaintiff upon the words or actions of the defendant that repairs will be made.”).

1% “Tolling during a period of repairs generally rests upon the same legal basis as does an estoppel to
assert the statute of limitations, i.e., reliance by the plaintiff on the words or actions of the defendant that repairs
will be made.” Cardinal Health 301, Inc., supra, 169 Cal.App.4th at pp. 133-34.
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Defendant represented to Plaintiff that the vehicle was fixable and attenipted to fix it, the
warranty period may thus have been tolled.
D. Fraudulent Concealment Tolling (Estoppel)

79. Separately, the statute of limitations is equitably tolled due to Defendants’
fraudulent conduct alleged herein. !

80.  Defendants concealed the Engine Defect, minimized the scope, cause, and
dangers of the Defect with inadequate recalls, and refused to investigate, address, and remedy
the Defect as it pertains to all Kia Vehicles as set forth herein.

81.  Moreover, Defendant issued TSBs and Recalls for only a limited number of
vehicles equipped with the Engine Défect, leaving out swaths of vehicles with the Engine Defect.
that have been marked by reports of non-collision fires, like the Kia Soul, Hyundai Tuscon, and
later model years of the Santa Fe, including the 2014 Kia Soul.

82.  Based on the foregoing, Defendants are estopped from relying on any statutes of

‘limitations in defense of this action.

FIRST CAUSE OF ACTION
BY PLAINTIFF AGAINST DEFENDANT
VIOLATION OF SUBDIVISION (D) OF CIVIL CODE SECTION 1793.2
83.  Plaintiff incorporates by reference the allegations contained in the paragraphs set
forth above.
84. Defendant and its representatives in this state have been unable to service or
repair the Subject Vehicle to conform to the applicable express warranties after a reasonable

number of opportunities. Despite this fact, Defendant failed to promptly replace the Vehicle or

1 Silence, when there is a duty to speak, may be the basis for equitable estoppel. See Dettamanti v.
Lompoc Union High School Dist. of Santa Barbra County, 143 Cal. App. 2d 715, 720 (1956) (“The basis for an
estoppel may be found in the failure of the party sought to be estopped to speak when he is under a duty to speak
as well as in his speaking falsely and in a manner which tends to deceive.”). Estoppel to plead the statute of
limitations is a well-accepted doctrine under California law. See 3 Witkin Cal. Proc. 4th § 693 at 885 (“‘[T]he
fraudulent concealment by the defendant of the facts upon which the existence of which the cause of action
depends tolis the statute,” and that the statute does not begin to run until discovery . . . .”” (quoting Kimball v.
Pacific Gas & Elec. Co., 220 Cal. 203, 215 (1934)).
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make restitution to Plaintiff as required by Civil Code section 1793.2, subdivision (d) and Civil
Code section 1793.1, subdivision (a)(2).

85.  Plaintiff has been damaged by Defendant's failure to comply with its obligations
pursuant to Civil Code section 1793.2, subdivision (d) and Civil Code section 1793.1,
subdivision (a)(2), and therefore brings this cause of action pursuant to Civil Code section 1794.

86.  Defendant's failure to comply with its obligations under Civil Co‘de' section
1793.2, subdivision (d) was willful, in that Defendant and its representative were aware that
they were unable to service or repair the Vehicle to conform to the applicable express warranties
after a reasonable number of repair attempts, yet Defendant failed and refused to promptly
replace the Vehicle or make restitution. Accordingly, Plaintiff is entitled to a civil penalty of
two times Plaintiff>s actual damages pursuant to Civil Code section 1794, subdivision (c).

87. Defendant does not maintain a qualified third-party dispute resolution process
which substantially complies with Civil Code section 1793.22. Accordingly, Plaintiff is entitled
to a civil penalty of two times Plaintiff’s actual damages pursuant to Civil Code section 1794,
subdivision (e).

88.  Plaintiff seeks civil penalties pursuant to section 1794, subdivisions (c), and (e)
in the alternative and does not seek to cumulate civil penalties, as provided in Civil Code section
1794, subdivision (€)(5).

SECOND CAUSE OF ACTION
BY PLAINTIFF AGAINST DEFENDANT
VIOLATION OF SUBDIVISION (B) OF CIVIL CODE SECTION 1793.2

89.  Plaintiff incorporates by reference the allegations contained in the paragraphs set
forth above.

90.  Although Plaintiff presented the Vehicle to Defendant's representative in this
state, Defendant and its representative failed to commence the service or repairs within a
reasonable time and failed to service or repair the Vehicle so as to conform to the applicable
warranties within 30 days, in violation of Civil Code section 1793.2, subdivision (b). Plaintiff

did not extend the time for completion of repairs beyond the 30-day requirement.
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91.  Plaintiff has been damaged by Defendant's failure to comply with its obligations
pursuant to Civil Code section 1793.2(b), and therefore brings this Cause of Action pursuant to
Civil Code section 1794.

92.  Plaintiff has rightfully rejected and/or justifiably revoked acceptance of the
Vehicle and has exercised a right to cancel the lease and/or purchase. By serving this
Complaint, Plaintiff does so again. Accordingly, Plaintiff seeks the remedies provided in
California Civil Code section 1794(b)(1), including the entire contract price. In the alternative,
Plaintiff seeks the remedies set forth in California Civil Code section 1794(b)(2), including the
diminution in value of the Vehicle resulting from its defects. Plaintiff believes that, at the
present time, the Vehicle’s value is de minimis.

93.  Defendant's failure to comply with its obligations under Civil Code section
1793.2(b) was .willful, if) that Defendant and its representative were aware that they were
obligated to service or repair the Vehicle to conform to the applicable express warranties within
30 days, yet they failed to do so. Accordingly, Plaintiff is entitled to a civil penalty of two times
Plaintiff's actual damages pursuant to Civil Code section 1794(c).

THIRD CAUSE OF ACTION
BY PLAINTIFF AGAINST DEFENDANT DEFENDANT
VIOLATION OF SUBDIVISION (A)(3) OF CIVIL CODE SECTION 1793.2

94.  Plaintiff incorporates by reference the allegations contained in paragraphs set
forth above.

95.  In violation of Civil Code section 1793.2, subdivision (a)(3), Defendant failed to
make available to its authorized service and repair facilities sufficient service literature and
replacement parts to effect repairs during the express warranty period. Plaintiff has been
damaged by Defendant'é failure to comply with its obligations pursuant to Civil Code section
1793.2(a)(3), and therefore brings this Cause of Action pursuant to Civil Code section 1794.

96.  Defendant's failure to comply with its obligations under Civil Code section
1793.2, subdivision (a)(3) was wilful, in that Defendant knew of its obligation to provide

literature and replacement parts sufficient to allow its repair facilities to effect repairs during
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the warranty period, yet Defendant failed to take any action to correct its failure to comply with
the law. Accordingly, Plaintiff is entitled to a civil penalty of two times Plaintiff's actual
damages; pursuant to Civil Code section 1794(c).
FOURTH CAUSE OF ACTION
BY PLAINTIFF AGAINST DEFENDANT DEFENDANT
BREACH OF EXPRESS WRITTEN WARRANTY
(CIV; CODE, § 1791.2, SUBD. (a); § 1794)

97.  Plaintiff incorporates by reference the allegations contained in paragraphs set
forth above.

98. In accordance with Defendant's warranty, Plaintiff delivered the Vehicle to
Defendant's representative in this state to perform warranty repairs. Plaintiff did so within a
reasonable time. Each time Plaintiff delivered the Subject Vehicle, Plaintiff notified Defendant
and its representative of the characteristics of the Defects. -However, the representative failed
to repair the Subject Vehicle, breaching the terms of the written warranty on each occasion.

99. Plaintiff has been damaged by Defendant's failure to comply with its obligations
under the express warranty, and therefore brings this Cause of Action pursuant to Civil Code
section 1794.

100. Defendant's failure to comply with its obligations under the express warranty was
willful, in that Defendant and its authorized representative were aware that they were obligated
to repair the Defects, but they intentionally refused to do so. Accordingly, Plaintiff is entitled
to a civil penalty of two times of Plaintiff's actual damages pursuant to Civil Code section
1794(c).

FIFTH CAUSE OF ACTION
BY PLAINTIFF AGAINST DEFENDANT
BREACH OF THE IMPLIED WARRANTY OF MERCHANTABILITY
(C1V. CODE, § 1791.1; § 1794; § 1795.5)
101. Plaintiff incorporates by reference the allegations contained in the paragraphs set

forth above.
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102. Pursuant to Civil Code section 1792, the sale of the Subject Vehicle was
accompanied by Defendant's implied warranty of merchantability. Pursuant to Civil Code
section 1791 .l;the duration of the implied warranty is coextensive in duration with the duration
of the express written warranty provided by Defendant, except that the duration is not to exceed
one-year.

103. Pursuant to Civil Code section 1791.1 (a), the implied warranty of
merchantability means and includes that the Vehicle will comply with each of the following
requirements: (1) The Vehicle will pass without objection in the trade under the contract
description; (2) The Vehicle is fit for the ordinary purposes for which such goods are used; (3)
The Vehicle is adequately contained, packaged, and labelled; (4) The Vehicle will conform to
the promises or affirmations of fact made on the container or label.

104. At the time of purchase and/or lease, or within one-year thereafter, the Vehicle
contained or developed the defects set forth above. The existence of each of these defects
constitutes a breach of the implied warranty because the Vehicle (1) does not pass without
objection in the trade under the contract description, (2) is not fit for the ordinary purposes for
which such goods are used, (3) is not adequately contained, packaged, and labelled, and (4) does
not conform to the promises or affirmations of fact made on the container or label.

105. Plaintiff has been damaged by Defendant's failure to comply with its obligations
under the implied warranty, and therefore brings this Cause of Action pursuant to Civil Code
section 1794.

SIXTH CAUSE OF ACTION
BY PLAINTIFF AGAINST DEFENDANTS
(Fraud by Omission)

106. Plaintiff incorporates by reference the allegations contained in the paragraphs set
forth above.

107. Defendants committed fraud by allowing the Subject Vehicle to be sold to Plaintiff
without disclosing that the Subject Vehicle and its engine was defective and susceptible to sudden

and catastrophic failure.
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108. Indeed, Plaintiff alleges that prior to the sale of the Subject Vehicle to Plaintiff,
Defendants knew that the Vehicle and its engine suffered from an inherent defect, was defective,
would fail, and was not suitable for its intended use.

109. Defendant was under a duty to Plaintiff to disclose the defective nature of the
Vehicle and its engine, its safety consequences and/or the associated repair costs because:

a. Plaintiff is informed, believes, and thereon alleges that Defendants
acquired their knowledge of the Engine Defect and its potential consequences prior to
Plaintiff acquiring the Vehicle, through sources not available to consumers such as
Plaintiff, including but not limited to pre-production testing data, early consumer
complaints about the Engine Defect made directly to Defendant and its network of
dealers, aggregate warranty data compiled from Defendant’s network of dealers,
testing conducted by Defendants in response to these complaints, as well as warranty
repair and part replacements data received by Defendant from Defendant’s network of
dealers, amongst other sources of internal information;

b. Defendant was in a superior position from various internal sources to
know (or should have known) the true state of facts about the material defects
contained in 2014 Kia Soul engines; and

c. Plaintiff could not reasonably have been expected to learn or discover
of the Subject Vehicle’s Engine befect and its potential consequences until well after
Plaintiff leased and/or purchased the Vehicle.

110. In failing to disclose the defect in the Subject Vehicle’s engine, Defendants have
knowingly and intentionally concealed material facts and breached its duty not to do so.

111. The facts concealed or not disclosed by Defendants to Plaintiff are material in that
a reasonable person would have considered them to be important in deciding v»;hether or not to
purchase the Vehicle. Had Plaintiff known that the Vehicle and its engine were defective at the
time of sale, Plaintiff Would not have leased and/or purchased the Vehicle.

112. Plaintiff is a reasonable consumer who interacted with Defendant’s sales

representatives and/or reviewed materials disseminated by Defendants concerning Defendants’

23

COMPLAINT; JURY TRIAL DEMANDED




STRATEGIC LEGAL PRACTICES, APC
1840 CENTURY PARY EAST, SUITE 430, LOS ANGELES, CA 90067

| S I

S O 0 NN N i AW

RO RN N NN RN N e e e e e e e e
0 - Ot A W N = S W e N AW N -

Vehicles prior to purchasing the Subject Vehicle. Had Defendants disclosed the Engine Defect, a
safety hazard, to its sales representatives and/or the consumer public, Plaintiff would have been
aware of it and would not have leased and/or purchased the Subject Vehié]g.

113.  As aresult of Defendants® misconduct, Plaintiff has suffered and will continue to
suffer actual damages. Plaintiff was harmed by purchasing a vehicle that Plaintiff would not
have leased and/or purchased had Plaintiff known the true facts about the Engine Defect.
Further, as a result of Defendant’s fraudulent concealment of the Engine Defect, Plaintiff
unknowingly exposed herself to the risk of accident, injury, death and liability when she
purchased the Subject Vehicle which suffers from a latent safety defect.

PRAYER
PLAINTIFF PRAYS for judgment against Defendant as follows:

a. For Plaintiff’s actual damages in an amount according to proof;

b. For restitution;

c. For a civil penalty in the amount of two times Plaintiff’s actual damages
pursuant to Civil Code section 1794, subdivision (c) or (e); ‘

d. For any consequential and incidental damages;

e. For costs of the suit and Plaintiff’s reasonable attorneys” fees pursuant to
Civil Code section 1794, subdivision (d);

f. For punitive damages;

g. For prejudgment interest at the legal rate; and

h. For such other relief as the Court may deem proper.

DEMAND FOR JURY TRIAL

Plaintiff hereby demands a jury trial on all causes of action asserted herein.

Dated: August 16,2019
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SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA
COUNTY OF ORANGE

ALTERNATIVE DISPUTE RESOLUTION (ADR)
INFORMATION PACKAGE

NOTICE TO PLAINTIFF(S) AND/OR CROSS-COMPLAINANT(S):

Rule 3.221(c) of the California Rules of Court requires you to serve a copy of the
ADR Information Package along with the complaint and/or cross-complaint.

California Rules of Court — Rule 3.221
Information about Alternative Dispute Resolution (ADR)

(a) Each court shall make available to the plaintiff, at the time of filing of the complaint,
an ADR Information Package that includes, at a minimum, all of the foliowing:

(1) General information about the potential advantages and disadvantages of ADR
and descriptions of the principal ADR processes.

(2) Information about the ADR programs available in that court, including citations to
any applicable local court rules and directions for contacting any court staff
responsible for providing parties with assistance regarding ADR.

(3) Information about the availability of local dispute resolution programs funded
under the Dispute Resolutions Program Act (DRPA), in counties that are
participating in the DRPA. This information may take the form of a list of the
applicable programs or directions for contacting the county's DRPA coordinator.

(4) An ADR stipulation form that parties may use to stipulate to the use of an ADR
process.

(b) A court may make the ADR Information Package available on its website as long as
paper copies are also made available in the clerk’s office.

(c) The plaintiff must serve a copy of the ADR Information Package on each defendant
along with the complaint. Cross-complainants must serve a copy of the ADR
Information Package on any new parties to the action along with the cross-complaint.
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SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA
COUNTY OF ORANGE

ADR Information

Introduction.

Most civil disputes are resolved without filing a lawsuit, and most civil lawsuits are resolved without a trial.
The courts and others offer a variety of Alternative Dispute Resolution (ADR) processes to help people
resolve disputes without a trial. ADR is usually less formal, less expensive, and less time-consuming than
a trial. ADR can also give people more opportunity to determine when and how their dispute will be
resolved.

BENEFITS OF ADR.

Using ADR may have a variety of benefits, depending on the type of ADR process used and the
circumstances of the particular case. Some potential benefits of ADR are summarized below.

Save Time. A dispute often can be settled or decided much sooner with ADR; often in a matter of
months, even weeks, while bringing a lawsuit to trial can take a year or more.

Save Money. When cases are resolved earlier through ADR, the parties may save some of the money
they would have spent on attorney fees, court costs, experts' fees, and other litigation expenses.

Increase Control Over the Process and the Outcome. In ADR, parties typically play a greater role in
shaping both the process and its outcome. In most ADR processes, parties have more opportunity to tell
their side of the story than they do at trial. Some ADR processes, such as mediation, allow the parties to
fashion creative resolutions that are not available in a trial. Other ADR processes, such as arbitration,
allow the parties to choose an expert in a particular field to decide the dispute.

Preserve Relationships. ADR can be a less adversarial and hostile way to resolve a dispute. For
example, an experienced mediator can help the parties effectively communicate their needs and point of
view to the other side. This can be an important advantage where the parties have a relationship to
preserve.

Increase Satisfaction. In a trial, there is typically a winner and a loser. The loser is not likely to be
happy, and even the winner may not be completely satisfied with the outcome. ADR can help the parties
find win-win solutions and achieve their real goals. This, along with all of ADR's other potential
advantages, may increase the parties' overall satisfaction with both the dispute resolution process and the
outcome.

Improve Attorney-Client Relationships. Attorneys may also benefit from ADR by being seen as
problem-solvers rather than combatants. Quick, cost-effective, and satisfying resolutions are likely to
produce happier clients and thus generate repeat business from clients and referrals of their friends and
associates.

DISADVANTAGES OF ADR.

ADR may not be suitable for every dispute.

Loss of protections. If ADR is binding, the parties normally give up most court protections, including a -
decision by a judge or jury under formal rules of evidence and procedure, and review for legal error by an

appellate court.
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Less discovery. There generally is less opportunity to find out about the other side's case with ADR
than with litigation. ADR may not be effective if it takes place before the parties have sufficient
information to resolve the dispute.

Additional costs. The neutral may charge a fee for his or her services. If a dispute is not resolved
through ADR, the parties may have to put time and money into both ADR and a lawsuit.

Effect of delays if the dispute is not resolved. Lawsuits must be brought within specified periods of
time, known as statues of limitation. Parties must be careful not to let a statute of limitations run out while
a dispute is in an ADR process.

TYPES OF ADR IN CIVIL CASES.

The most commonly used ADR processes are arbitration, mediation, neutral evaluation and settlement
conferences.

Arbitration. In arbitration, a neutral person called an "arbitrator’ hears arguments and evidence from
each side and then decides the outcome of the dispute. Arbitration is less formal than a trial, and the rules
of evidence are often relaxed. Arbitration may be either "binding" or "nonbinding." Binding arbitration
means that the parties waive their right to a trial and agree to accept the arbitrator's decision as final.
Generally, there is no right to appeal an arbitrator's decision. Nonbinding arbitration means that the
parties are free to request a trial if they do not accept the arbitrator's decision.

Cases for Which Arbitration May Be Appropriate. Arbitration is best for cases where the parties
want another person to decide the outcome of their dispute for them but would like to avoid the
formality, time, and expense of a trial. It may also be appropriate for complex matters where the
parties ‘want a decision-maker who has training or experience in the subject matter of the dispute.

Cases for Which Arbitration May Not Be Appropriate. If parties want to retain control over how
their dispute is resolved, arbitration, particularly binding arbitration, is not appropriate. In binding
arbitration, the parties generally cannot appeal the arbitrator's award, even if it is not supported by the
evidence or the law. Even in nonbinding arbitration, if a party requests a trial and does not receive a
more favorable result at trial than in arbitration, there may be penalties.

Mediation. In mediation, an impartial person called a "mediator” helps the parties try to reach a mutually
acceptable resolution of the dispute. The mediator does not decide the dispute but helps the parties
communicate so they can try to settle the dispute themselves. Mediation leaves control of the outcome
with the parties.

Cases for Which Mediation May Be Appropriate. Mediation may be particularly useful when
parties have a relationship they want to preserve. So when family members, neighbors, or business
partners have a dispute, mediation may be the ADR process to use. Mediation is also effective when
emotions are getting in the way of resolution. An effective mediator can hear the parties out and help
them communicate with each other in an effective and nondestructive manner.

Cases for Which Mediation May Not Be Appropriate. Mediation may not be effective if one of the
parties is unwilling to cooperate or compromise. Mediation also may not be effective if one of the
parties has a significant advantage in power over the other. Therefore, it may not be a good choice if
the parties have a history of abuse or victimization.

Neutral Evaluation. In neutral evaluation, each party gets a chance to present the case to a neutral
person called an “evaluator." The evaluator then gives an opinion on the strengths and weaknesses of
each party's evidence and arguments and about how the dispute could be resolved. The evaluator is
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often an expert in the subject matter of the dispute. Although the evaluator's opinion is not binding, the
parties typically use it as a basis for trying to negotiate a resolution of the dispute.

Cases for Which Neutral Evaluation May Be Appropriate. Neutral evaluation may be most
appropriate in cases in which there are technica! issues that require special expertise to resolve or
the only significant issue in the case is the amount of damages.

Cases for Which Neutral Evaluation May Not Be Appropriate. Neutral evaluation may not be
appropriate when there are significant personal or emoticnal barriers to resoiving the dispute.

Settlement Conferences. Settlement conferences may be either mandatory or voluntary. In both types
of settlement conferences, the parties and their attorneys meet with a judge or a neutral person called a
"settlement officer” to discuss possible settlement of their dispute. The judge or settlement officer does
not make a decision in the case but assists the parties in evaluating the strengths and weaknesses of the
case and in negotiating a settlement. Settlement conferences are appropriate in any case where
settlement is an option. Mandatory settlement conferences are often held close to the date a case is set
for trial.

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION.

In addition to mediation, arbitration, neutral evaluation, and settlement conferences, there are other types
of ADR, including conciliation, fact finding, mini-trials, and summary jury trials. Sometimes parties will try
a combination of ADR types. The important thing is to try to find the type or types of ADR that are most
likely to resolve your dispute.

To locate a dispute resolution program or neutral in your community:

» Contact the California Department of Consumer Affairs, Consumer Information Center, toll free, at
1-800-852-5210 '

e Contact the Orange County Bar Association at (949) 440-6700

e Look in the telephone directories under “Arbitrators” or “Mediators”

Low cost mediation services are provided under the Orange County Dispute Resolution Program Act
(DRPA). For information regarding DRPA, contact:

s  Waymakers (949) 250-4058

For information on the Superior Court of California, County of Orange court ordered arbitration program,
refer to Locat Rule 360.

The Orange County Superior Court offers programs for Civil Mediation and Early Neutral Evaluation
(ENE). For the Civil Mediation program, mediators on the Court’s panel have agreed to accept a fee of
$300 for up to the first two hours of a mediation session. For the ENE program, members of the Court’s
pane! have agreed to accept a fee of $300 for up to three hours of an ENE session. Additional
information on the Orange County Superior Court Civil Mediation and Early Neutral Evaluation (ENE)
programs is available on the Court's website at www.occourts.org.

L1200 (Rev. March 2019) Page 4 of 4



ATTORNEY OR PARTY WITHOUT ATTORNEY:  STATE BAR NO.: FOR COURT USE ONLY
NAME:

FIRM NAME: ;
STREET ADDRESS: For your protection
CITY: STATE: ZIP CODE: and privacy, please
TELEPHONE NO.: ~ FAXNO: press the Clear This

E-MAIL ADDRESS:

ATTORNEY FOR (name): Form button after you

are done printing this

SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA, COUNTY OF ORANGE form. .
JUSTICE CENTER:

O Central - 700 Civic Center Dr. West, Santa Ana, CA 92701-4045

O Civil Complex Center - 751 W, Santa Ana Bivd., Santa Ana, CA92701-4512

O Harbor — Newport Beach Facility — 4601 Jamboree Rd., Newport Beach, CA 92660-2595
0 North ~ 1275 N. Berkeley Ave., P.O. Box 5000, Fullerton, CA 92838-0500

0 West - 8141 13" Street, Westminster, CA 926834593

PLAINTIFF/PETITIONER:
DEFENDANT/RESPONDENT:

ALTERNATIVE DISPUTE RESOLUTION (ADR) STIPULATION CASE NUMBER:

Plaintiff(s)/Petitioner(s),

and defendant(s)/respondent(s),

agree to the following dispute resofution process:

] Mediation

[C] Arbitration (must specify code)
[[] Under section 1141.11 of the Code of Civil Procedure
[] Under section 1280 of the Code of Civil Procedure

(] Neutral Case Evaluation

The ADR process must be completed no later than 90 days after the date of this Stipulation or the date the case
was referred, whichever is sooner.

(]! have an Order on Court Fee Waiver (FW-003) on file, and the selected ADR Neutral(s) are eligible to
provide pro bono services.

[ ] The ADR Neutral Selection and Party List is attached to this Stipulation.

We understand that there may be a charge for services provided by neutrals. We understand that participating in
an ADR process does not extend the time periods specified in California Rules of Court, rule 3.720 et seq.

Date:

{(SIGNATURE OF PLAINTIFF OR ATTORNEY) (SIGNATURE OF PLAINTIFF OR ATTORNEY)

Date:

{SIGNATURE OF DEFENDANT OR ATTORNEY) {SIGNATURE OF DEFENDANT OR ATTORNEY)

ALTERNATIVE DISPUTE RESOLUTION (ADR) STIPULATION
Approved for Optional Use California Rules of Court, rule 3.221
L1270 {Rev. March 2019)



ltems 1-6 below must be compleled (see instructions on page 2).

. Check one box below for the case type that best describes this case:

Auto Tort Contract ' Provisionally Complex Civil Litigation
8 Auto (22) Breach of conlracUwarranty (06)  (Cai. Rules of Court, rufes 3.400-3.403)
Uninsured motorist (46) D Rule 3.740 collections (09) D Anlitrust/Trade requlation {03)
Other PIIPD/WD (Personal Injury/Property [:l Other collections (09) D Construction defect {10)
Damage/Wrongful Death) Tort [ ] insurance coverage (18) [ Mass tort (40)
Asbestos (04) (] other contract (37) () securities litigation (28)
[:I Product liability (24) Real Property D EnvironmentaliT oxic tori (30)
Medical malpractice (45) ] eminent domainfinverse ] insurance coverage daims arising from the
(] other PiroAD (23) condemnalion (14) above listed provisionally complex case
Non-PUPDIWD {Other) Tort ] wrongtul eviction (33) ypes (41)
£ susiness torunfair business practice (07) (] other reat property (26) Enforcament of Judgment
[___,__I Civil rights (08) Unlawful Detainer D Enforcement of judgment (20)
|:l Defamation (13) (] commercial (31) Miscellaneous Civil Complaint
D Fraud (16} C] Residential (32) D RICO (27)
D Intellectual property (19) . D Drugs (38) D Other complaint {not specified abave) (42)
L] Professionat negligence (25) Judicial Review Miscellaneous Civil Petition
(] other non-PrPOMD tor (35) (] Assetforteiture (05) Partnership and corporale governance (21)
Employment [:I Petilion re: arbilralion award (11) D Other petition (not specified above) (43)
Wrangful lemmination (36) (] wwit of mandate (02)
[:] Other employment (15) D Other judicial review (39)

This case L___] is | Y l isnot complex under rule 3.400 of the California Rules of Court. If the case is complex, mark the
factors requiring exceptional judicial management:

a. D Large number of separately represented parties d. D Large number of witnesses

b. |:] Extensive motion practice raising difficult or novel e. [:] Coordination with related actions pending in one or more courls
issues that will be time-consuming to resolve in other counties, states, or countries, or in a federal counl

c. l:} Substantial amount of documentary evidence f. I:] Substantial postjudgment judicial supervision

Remedies sought (check all that apply): a‘IZ] monefary b. l: nonmonetary; declaratory or injunclive relief . punilive
Number of causes of action (specify): 7

This case D is isnot a class action suit.
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INSTRUCTIONS ON HOW TO COMPLETE THE COVER SHEET ch-0t0
To Plaintiffs and Others Filing First Papers. If you are filing a first paper (for example, a complaint) in a civil case, you must
complete and file, along with your first paper, the Civif Case Cover Sheet contained on page 1. This information will be used to compile
statistics about the types and numbers of cases filed. You must complete items 1 through 6 on the sheet. In item 1, you must check
one box for the case type that best describes the case. If the case fits both a general and a more specific type of case listed in item 1,
check the more specific one. If the case has muitiple causes of action, check the box that best indicates the primary cause of action.
To assist you in completing the sheet, examples of the cases that belong under each case type in item 1 are provided below. A cover
sheet must be filed only with your initial paper. Failure to file a cover sheet with the first paper filed in a civil case may subject a party,
its counsel, or both to sanctions under rules 2.30 and 3.220 of the California Rules of Court.

To Parties in Rule 3.740 Collections Cases. A "collections case” under rule 3.740 is defined as an action for recovery of money
owed in a sum stated to be certain that is not more than $25,000, exclusive of interest and attorney’s fees, arising from a transaction in
which property, services, or money was acquired on credit. A collections case does not include an action seeking the following: (1) tort
damages, (2) punitive damages, (3) recovery of real property, (4) recovery of personal property, or {5) a prejudgment writ of
attachment. The identification of a case as a rule 3.740 collections case on this form means that it will be exempt from the general
time-for-service requirements and case management rules, unless a defendant files a responsive pleading. A rule 3.740 collections
case will be subject to the requirements for service and obtaining a judgment in rule 3.740.

To Parties in Complex Cases. In complex cases only, parties must also use the Civif Case Cover Sheel to designate whether the
case is complex. If a plaintiff believes the case is complex under rule 3.400 of the California Rules of Court, this must be indicated by
completing the appropriate boxes in items 1 and 2. If a plaintiff designates a case as complex, the cover sheet must be served with the
complaint on all parties to the action. A defendant may file and serve no later than the time of its first appearance a joinder in the
plaintiff's designation, a counter-designation that the case is not complex, or, if the plaintiff has made no designation, a designation that

the case is complex.

Auto Tort

Auto (22)-Personal Injury/Property
Damage/Wrongful Death

Uninsured Motorist (46) (if the
case involves an uninsured
motorist claim subject (0
arbitration, check this item
instead of Auto)

Other PI/PD/WD (Personal Injury/
Property Damage/Wrongful Death)
Tort

Asbestos (04)

Asbestos Property Damage
Asbestos Personal Injury/
Wrongful Death

Product Liabilily {(not asbestos or
toxic/environmental) (24)

Medical Malpractice {45)

Medica! Malpractice—
Physicians & Surgeons

Other Professional Health Care
Malpractice

Other PHPD/WD (23)

Premises Liability (e.g., slip
and fall)

Intentional Bodily Injury/PD/WD
{e.g., assaull, vandalism)

Intentional Infliction of
Emotional Distress

Negligent infliction of
Emotional Distress

Other PI/PD/WD

Non-P/PD/WD (Other) Tort
Business Tori/Unfair Business
Practice (07)

Civil Rights {e.g., discrimination,
false arrest) (not civil
harassment) (08)

Defamation {e.g., slander, libel)

(13)

Fraud (16)

Intellectual Property (19)

Professional Negligence (25)
Legal Malpractice
Other Professional Malpractice

{not medical or legal)

Other Non-PIPD/WD Tort (35)

Employment
Wrongful Termination {36)
Other Employment (15)

CASE TYPES AND EXAMPLES
Contract
Breach of Contract/Warranty (06)
Breach of Rental/lLease
Contract (not uniawful detainer
or wrongful eviction)
Conlract/Warranty Breach-Seller
Plaintiff (not fraud or negligence)
Negligent Breach of Contract/
Warranty
Other Breach of Contract/Warranty
Collections (e.g., money owed, open
book accounts) (09)
Collection Case-Seller Plaintiff
Other Promissory Note/Collections
Case
Insurance Coverage (nof provisionally

complex) {18)
Auto Subrogation
Other Coverage

Other Contract (37)
Contractua! Fraud
Other Contract Dispute

Real Property

Eminent Domain/inverse
Condemnation (14}

Wrongfu! Eviction (33)

Other Real Property {e.g., quiet litle) (26)
Wiil of Possession of Real Property
Mortgage Foreclosure
Quiet Title
Other Real Property (not eminent
domain, landlordfienant, or
foreclosure)

Unlawful Detainer

Commercial (31)

Residential (32)

Drugs (38) (if the case involves illegal
drugs, check this item; otherwise,
report as Commercial or Residential)

Judicial Review

Asset Forfeiture (05)

Petition Re: Arbitration Award (11)

Writ of Mandate {02)
Writ-Administrative Mandamus
Writ-Mandamus on Limited Court

Case Matter
Writ—Other Limited Count Case
Review

Other Judicial Review (39)

Review of Health Officer Order
Notice of Appeal-Labor
Commissioner Appeals

Provisionally Complex Civil Litigation (Cal.
Rules of Court Rules 3.400-3.403)
Antitrust/Trade Regulation (03}
Construction Defect (10)
Claims Involving Mass Tort (40)
Securities Litigation (28)
Environmenlal/Toxic Torl (30}
Insurance Coverage Claims
(arising from provisionally complex
case type listed above) (41)
Enforcement of Judgment
Enforcement of Judgment (20)
Abstract of Judgment (Out of
County)
Confession of Judgment {non-
domesltic relations)
Sister State Judgment
Administrative Agency Award
(not unpaid taxes)
PetitionvCertification of Entry of
Judgment on Unpaid Taxes
Other Enforcement of Judgment
Case
Misceilaneous Civil Complaint
RICO (27)
Other Complaint {not specified
above} (42)
Declaratory Relief Only
Injunclive Relief Only (non-
harassment)
Mechanics Lien
Other Commercial Complaint
Case (non-tort/non-complex)
Other Civil Complaint
(non-tort/non-complex)
Miscellaneous Civil Petition
Partnership and Corporate
Governance (21)
Other Petition {not specified
above) (43)
Civil Harassment
Workplace Violence
Elder/Dependent Adult
Abuse
Election Conlest
Petition for Name Change
Petition for Refief From Late
Claim
Other Civit Petition
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