
This file represents a consolidation of 
multiple files sent by the manufacturer.  
Please use the bookmarks to navigate to 
each file. (Each bookmark label is the 
name of the original file.) 



2KM



2KM



2KM











































































0/19

• Summary

• Market Data

• Cause Analysis

• Root Cause

• Countermeasure

Rear Camera Inop–Tailgate wire Harness

17 -18M Ridgeline

HNA18071902 

HNA19121302 
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HNA18071902 – 17-19M Ridgeline Rear Camera Inop - Tailgate Harness Failure Corr Tube Pull Out

HNA19121302 – 17-19M Ridgeline Rear Camera Inop - Tailgate Harness Corrugated Tube Break
QIS Ranking : A-rank for 19M due to FMVSS 111

Customer Contention
Customers are stating that the rear view camera is not working

Dealers are finding broken / cut / torn wires at the pivot point of the tailgate

Occurrence Detail

Cause of Occurrence
Corr tube pulls away from harness protector.  Wires broke due to over bending

Corr tube broke near the harness protector.  Wires broke due to over bending

Countermeasure
HNA18071902

Corr tube pulls away from harness protector:

1. Apply Correct Z-Tape 

2. Maximize length of corrugate tube at harness protector

3. APTIV applied update to existing 100% visual inspection

HNA19121302

Corr tube broke: 

1. Apply Correct Z-Tape 

2. Inspection board was implemented for service line for clip location and taping length

3. Improved clips on service line for better control of orientation.

Affected Models 
17-18M Ridgeline

Repair Method / Service Direction
Dealers are replacing the tailgate harness

Summary

Part Number Part Name

32109 Tailgate harness

B-Rank

Model 2017 KA/KL 2018 KA/KL

Claims 506 532

Defect% 1.023% 2.496%

Sales 49,441 21,317

















9/19Countermeasure Summary (HNA18071902 – Corr Tube Pull Out)

CM # Countermeasure Result
Supplier 

Implementation

1
Apply Correct Z Tape (to Honda 
spec)

APTIV associates were retrained
on Z Taping and Z
Taping verification added to weekly audit

7/24/2018

2
Maximize length of corrugate tube 
at harness protector

APTIV deemed ok with current board layout 
and drawing.

7/30/2018

3
APTIV applied update to existing 
100% visual inspection

Visual inspection board updated
to include corr tube
placement into harness protector
9/03/2018

9/03/2018

3 Countermeasures for 17-18MY QIS: HNA18071902 Corr tube pull out

• C/M applied to service parts. 17-18M were no longer in production

Recreation testing done on suspect parts to confirm counter measure 





11/19Countermeasure Confirmation and Recreation Testing

Investigation Activity

No broken wires, 3 Corr tubes out

Broken strands happened at PV jugged as OK at PV timing

Corr tube was not pulled out from harness protector on the counter measures 1-3 part

PV test did not recreate market condition of an INOP harness on suspect parts

• PV test is 50,000 Cycles 

• 25,000 horizontal then 25,000 vertical

• 6,250 Cycles at -25C and 18,750 at 25 C 

Supplier Bend Testing

Sample 

Number

Z-Tape Zip Tie 

Tightness

Corr Tube 

length

Corr Tube 

Out

Strands 

Broke

Judgement

1 No Loose 5 mm No No O

2 No Loose 3 mm Yes Yes ∆

3 Yes Tight 3 mm No No O

4 Yes Loose 3 mm Yes Yes ∆

5 Yes Loose 5 mm Yes No ∆

6 Yes Tight 5 mm No No O

7 C/M 1-3 C/M 1-3 C/M 1-3 No Yes ∆



12/19Countermeasure verification Test

Clip to harness protector was not measured before testing ( can not be measured after failure/damaged)

Clip to harness protector was not a concern point at this time

2 parts had corr tube break, similar failure mode was seen in part analysis

Swing cycle

Flip cycle

MQ Cycle Testing

•3 Parts went through MQ cycle testing

Trial # Z-Tape Zip Tie Tightness
Corr Tube 

length
Result

1 (Pre-CM) Yes Loose 3 mm Corr tube pulled out

2 (Pre-CM) Yes Tight 3 mm Corr tube broke

3 (PCM) Yes Tight Max Corr tube broke

-25C

25C

6,250 

Cycles

18,750 

Cycles

-25C

25C

6,250 

Cycles

18,750 

Cycles

•MQ cycle testing follows the APTIV bend testing 

•50,000 total cycles

•Alternating flip and swing cycles

•1 Swing Cycle = 1 Cycle Count

•1 Flip Cycle = 1 Cycle Count

Key differences from supplier testing:

• On vehicle 

• Alternating swing/flip cycle vs all flip then all 

swing
Matches 2nd market failure type

Market returned part Recreation testing













18/19Failure Mechanism

Corr tube coming out from harness protector

QIS: HNA18071902

Market Failure 

– Broken Wires

Wire breaking 

due to over 

bending

Corr Tube not 

staying 

engaged in the 

protector for life 

of part

APTIV process does 

not guarantee Corr

Tube engagement/ 

Zip Tie tightness

Harness being built 

with poor Corr tube 

engagement and 

loose Zip Tie

Corr tube breaking

QIS: HNA19121302

Market Failure 

– Broken Wires

Wire breaking 

due to over 

bending

Incorrect taping, clip 

location out of spec 

and/or incorrect clip 

orientation

Both corr tube coming out  and corr tube breaking caused by supplier manufacturing issues 

Corr Tube 

breaking



19/19Summary

Summary
• Warranty indicates a durability issue

• CMs for corr tube pull out 
• Supplier manufacture issues identified

• Z-tape
• Corrugated tube not fully insertion into harness protector
• Zip tie not tight

• C/Ms applied from 8/2018
• 2nd QIS (corr tube break) due C/M parts failed MQ recreation testing similar to warranty parts

• FTA identified supplier mfg as suspect
• 17M IDS had incorrect spec values for clip locations <- Causes increase strain on corrugated tube
• Confirmed service parts were out of spec.

• C/M were applied suspect concerns from 7/2018
• MQ confirmed service inventory contained final C/M parts

B-Rank
Model 2017 KA/KL 2018 KA/KL

Claims 506 532

Defect% 1.023% 2.496%

Sales 49,441 21,317
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Plaintiffs  

, and  (collectively, 

“Plaintiffs”), by and through their attorneys, file this action on behalf of themselves 

and all others similarly situated against Defendant, American Honda Motor Co., Inc. 

(“Honda USA,” “Defendant,” or “Honda”), and allege as follows: 

NATURE OF THE ACTION 

1. Plaintiffs bring this action individually, and on behalf of a nationwide 

class and classes for the commonwealths of Massachusetts and Pennsylvania, and 

the states of New Hampshire, Michigan, New York, Oklahoma, and Washington 

(more fully defined below), for the benefit and protection of purchasers and lessees 

of Honda’s model years 2017, 2018, and 2019 Ridgeline vehicles (together, the 

“Vehicle(s)” or “Class Vehicle(s)”). 

2. As alleged herein, the Class Vehicles are defective and unsafe. The 

Vehicles have a dangerous and defective tailgate wiring harness configuration that 

results in damage to the harness that causes critical vehicle safety components, 

namely the Vehicles’ backup camera, to function intermittently or to fail altogether. 

This poses a significant safety hazard to drivers and occupants of Class Vehicles, 

and other members of the public. 

3. The defect is the result of the tailgate wiring harness being comprised 

of inadequate materials such that normal operation of the tailgate causes the wiring 

harness to fatigue and eventually sever the connection to the Vehicles’ backup 

cameras (the “Defect”). 

4. Honda is well aware of the Defect. Consumers presenting Class 

Vehicles for a Defect-related repair are informed that Honda knows about the issue, 

that dealerships are seeing the issue frequently, and some consumers are informed 

that replacement harnesses have been on backorder. Nevertheless, when owners and 
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lessees of the Class Vehicles seek a repair for the Defect, they routinely are told there 

is no recall and are forced to pay for this safety-related repair at their own expense. 

5. Prior to selling the Vehicles, Honda knew that the tailgate wiring 

harnesses were defective, yet omitted and kept this material fact from Plaintiffs and 

other class members. Rigorous pre-release testing made Honda aware of the Defect. 

6. Honda has also issued a series of technical service bulletins (“TSB”) 

announcing that it is collecting sample Class Vehicle tailgate harnesses as part of an 

investigation that appears to be directly related to the Defect. The Defect is also 

widely discussed and complained about, including on message boards devoted to the 

Honda Ridgeline and in complaints made directly to the National Highway Traffic 

Safety Administration (NHTSA), all of which Honda reviews and is aware. 

Nevertheless, Honda has failed to recall the Vehicles, has not successfully remedied 

the Defect, has not made owners and lessees of the Class Vehicles whole, and has 

not made the Class Vehicles safe. 

7. The defective wiring harnesses included in the Class Vehicles did not 

perform as warranted, and Honda omitted information about the Defect.  

8. As a result of Honda’s misconduct, Plaintiffs and class members were 

each injured on account of receiving Vehicles that were fundamentally different 

from what they believed they were purchasing, and less valuable than was 

represented.  

9. In manufacturing, marketing, and selling and/or leasing these unsafe 

Vehicles, Honda has engaged in unfair, deceptive, and misleading consumer 

practices, and has breached its warranty with the Vehicles’ purchasers and lessees, 

including Plaintiffs. 

10. As a result of the Defect, Plaintiffs and class members are unable to 

utilize their Vehicles as advertised and in a safe manner, and have incurred damages. 
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11. The Defect presents a safety concern, and though numerous consumers 

have complained about it, Honda has failed to adequately address the Defect. 

12. Plaintiffs bring this action to obtain redress for those who have 

purchased or leased the Vehicles across the United States. Plaintiffs seek remedies 

for Honda’s breaches of express and implied warranties, fraud, unjust enrichment, 

violations of state consumer protection laws, and seek declaratory and injunctive 

relief to prevent Honda’s continued misconduct.  

JURISDICTION AND VENUE 

13. This Court has subject matter jurisdiction under 28 U.S.C. 

§ 1332(d)(2)(A) because the claims relating to the matter in controversy exceed $5 

million, exclusive of interest and costs, the proposed classes have at least 100 

members, and this is a class action in which certain of the class members (including 

Plaintiffs) and Defendants are citizens of different states. 

14. Venue is proper in this judicial District under 28 U.S.C. § 1391 because 

Honda USA is headquartered in this judicial District, Honda conducts significant 

business throughout this District, and a substantial part of the acts and omissions 

giving rise to Plaintiffs’ claims occurred in, or emanated from, this District. 

15. At all pertinent times, Honda was engaged in the marketing, 

advertisement, sale, and lease of the Class Vehicles, which are the subject of this 

lawsuit, in this District and throughout the United States. 

PARTIES 

 Plaintiff  

16. Plaintiff  is an adult individual who resides in and is 

a citizen of Medfield, Massachusetts. In or about July 2017, Plaintiff  

purchased a new 2017 Honda Ridgeline at Boch Honda, an authorized Honda 
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dealership located in Norwood, Massachusetts. Plaintiff  uses his Class 

Vehicle for family and household use. 

17. In or about May 2020, Plaintiff began experiencing the Defect, and his 

backup camera began intermittently failing. Plaintiff took his Class Vehicle to Boch 

Honda and presented the vehicle for a repair. Plaintiff  insisted that the 

backup camera is a safety concern and that Boch Honda should provide a repair at 

no charge, but the dealership stated that because there is no recall for the issue, he 

would have to pay for a repair. The dealership charged Plaintiff  $421.85 

to repair the Defect. 

18. While Honda’s dealership temporarily eliminated the Defect at Plaintiff 

 cost, Honda failed to permanently repair or otherwise correct the 

Defect in the Vehicle in order to permit Plaintiff to safely continue driving it without 

the risk of the backup camera failing again. 

19. Plaintiff anticipates that he will soon experience the unsafe wiring 

Defect and resultant backup camera failure as he continues to use the dual-action 

tailgate on his Class Vehicle. 

20. Plaintiff has sustained out of pocket damages, has lost time associated 

with getting the Vehicle repaired, and lost use of his Vehicle during the time it was 

being repaired, all as a result of the Defect.  

21. Because of the Defect, and Honda’s inability or refusal to permanently 

remedy the issue, Plaintiff continues to be exposed to a safety risk associated with 

backup camera failure in his Class Vehicle. 

22. At the time of purchasing his Vehicle, Plaintiff did not know that the 

Vehicle contains an unsafe wiring Defect that causes backup camera failure, and that 

he would not be able to safely drive the Vehicle without risk of his backup camera 

failing. Had Honda disclosed the Defect on its website, through its dealership, in its 

warranty manual, or elsewhere prior to Plaintiff purchasing his Class Vehicle, 
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Plaintiff  would not have purchased the Vehicle, or would not have paid 

the purchase price that he did. Plaintiff relied upon Honda that it was providing the 

full picture of information regarding his Vehicle, and relied upon the idea that Honda 

would not withhold material information about safety defects in the Vehicle, 

including the Defect. As a result, Plaintiff received less than what he paid for his 

Vehicle and did not receive the benefit of his bargain. 

 Plaintiff  

23. Plaintiff  is an adult individual who resides in and is a 

citizen of Waltham, Massachusetts. On or about January 15, 2018, Plaintiff  

purchased a new 2018 Honda Ridgeline at Bernardi Honda, an authorized Honda 

dealership located in Natick, Massachusetts. With his Class Vehicle, Plaintiff  

also purchased a new Honda Care Extended Warranty, for approximately $2,500. 

Plaintiff  uses his Class Vehicle for family and household use. 

24. In or about October 2018, Plaintiff began experiencing the Defect, and 

his backup camera failed. On or about October 15, 2018, Plaintiff took his Class 

Vehicle to Bernardi Honda and presented the vehicle and the issue for a repair. 

Because his Vehicle was still in warranty under the Honda extended warranty, the 

dealership agreed to replace Plaintiff’s tailgate wiring harness at no cost. The 

dealership informed him however that there was no manufacturer fix for the Defect. 

The mileage at the time was approximately 15,000 miles. 

25. Following the repair, from time to time, Plaintiff Qu has experienced 

intermittent backup camera failure. Most recently, in March 2021, Plaintiff  began 

experiencing backup camera failure. Specifically, the backup camera in his Class 

Vehicle began flickering. The Defect continues to manifest in his Vehicle. 

26. While Honda’s dealership temporarily eliminated the Defect after 

Plaintiff  first presentment of the Vehicle, Honda failed to permanently repair 

or otherwise correct the Defect in the Vehicle in order to permit Plaintiff to safely 
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continue driving it without the risk of the backup camera failing again. The 

dealership also acknowledged that it cannot fix Defect by replacing the wiring 

harness. 

27. Plaintiff anticipates that he will continue to experience the unsafe 

wiring Defect and resultant backup camera failure as he continues to use the dual-

action tailgate on his Class Vehicle. Plaintiff’s Vehicle currently has 79,500 miles 

on the odometer, and his Vehicle will soon be out of his extended warranty, leaving 

Plaintiff with no recourse for the wiring Defect and continued backup camera 

failures. 

28. Because of the Defect, and Honda’s inability or refusal to permanently 

remedy the issue, Plaintiff continues to be exposed to a safety risk associated with 

backup camera failure in his Class Vehicle. 

29. At the time of purchasing his Vehicle, Plaintiff did not know that the 

Vehicle contains an unsafe wiring Defect that causes backup camera failure, and that 

he would not be able to safely drive the Vehicle without risk of his backup camera 

failing. Had Honda disclosed the Defect on its website, through its dealership, in its 

warranty manual, or elsewhere prior to Plaintiff purchasing his Class Vehicle, 

Plaintiff  would not have purchased the Vehicle, or would not have paid the 

purchase price that he did. Plaintiff relied upon Honda that it was providing the full 

picture of information regarding his Vehicle, and relied upon the idea that Honda 

would not withhold material information about safety defects in the Vehicle, 

including the Defect. As a result, Plaintiff received less than what he paid for his 

Vehicle and did not receive the benefit of his bargain. 

 Plaintiff  

30. Plaintiff  is an adult individual who resides in and is a 

citizen of Philadelphia, Pennsylvania. On or about October 27, 2017, Plaintiff  

purchased a new 2018 Honda Ridgeline at Keenan Honda, an authorized Honda 
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dealership located in Doylestown, Pennsylvania. At the time she purchased her 

Vehicle, Plaintiff also purchased an extended warranty for her Vehicle for 

approximately $2,100. Plaintiff Webb uses her Class Vehicle for family and 

household use.  

31. In or about June of 2020, Plaintiff  began experiencing the Defect. 

When putting her Class Vehicle in reverse, she would experience a black screen on 

the backup camera, an orange grid, and could not actually see a picture on the 

display. 

32. Within approximately a few weeks of the Defect manifesting, Plaintiff 

took her Vehicle to Keenan Honda and presented it for a repair. 

33. At the dealership, a dealership representative examined the Vehicle and 

tried to convince Plaintiff  that the wiring damage may have been caused by 

another vehicle colliding with her car, and otherwise blame Plaintiff for the Defect. 

The dealership then provided a price for the repair and indicated that the Defect was 

not covered under her extended warranty. The dealership charged Plaintiff  

approximately $183.91 to repair the Defect. 

34. While Honda’s dealership temporarily eliminated the Defect at Plaintiff 

 cost, Honda failed to permanently repair or otherwise correct the Defect in 

the Vehicle in order to permit Plaintiff to safely continue driving it without the risk 

of the backup camera failing again.  

35. The Defect has manifested once again in Plaintiff’s Vehicle. In or about 

early May 2021, the backup camera began failing again, including displaying a black 

screen and orange grid, but no actual backup picture or display. 

36. Plaintiff continues to experience the unsafe Defect and resultant backup 

camera failure as she continues to use the dual-action tailgate on her Class Vehicle. 
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37. Plaintiff Webb feels unsafe operating her Vehicle due to the backup 

camera failure and will likely have no choice but to obtain a repair for the issue at 

her own expense. 

38. Plaintiff has sustained out of pocket damages and has lost time 

associated with getting the Vehicle repaired as a result of the Defect. Furthermore, 

Honda has failed to provide an adequate repair, and the repair it did provide—for 

which it charged Plaintiff —failed. The Vehicle remains unsafe and defective. 

39. Because of the Defect, and Honda’s inability or refusal to permanently 

remedy the issue, Plaintiff continues to be exposed to a safety risk associated with 

backup camera failure in her Class Vehicle. 

40. At the time of purchasing her Vehicle, Plaintiff did not know that the 

Vehicle contains an unsafe wiring Defect that causes backup camera failure, and that 

she would not be able to safely drive the Vehicle without risk of her backup camera 

failing. Honda omitted this information, which was material to her purchasing 

decision, given the significant safety implications of a non-functioning backup 

camera. Plaintiff  relied on and was deceived by this omission in deciding to 

purchase her Vehicle. Had Honda disclosed the Defect on its website, through its 

dealership, in its warranty manual, or elsewhere prior to Plaintiff purchasing her 

Class Vehicle, Plaintiff  would not have purchased the Vehicle, or would not 

have paid the purchase price that she did. Plaintiff relied upon Honda that it was 

providing the full picture of information regarding her Vehicle, and relied upon the 

idea that Honda would not withhold material information about safety defects in the 

Vehicle, including the Defect. As a result, Plaintiff received less than what she paid 

for her Vehicle and did not receive the benefit of her bargain. 

 Plaintiff  

41. Plaintiff  is an adult individual who resides in and is a 

citizen of Chichester, New Hampshire. On or about August 22, 2017, Plaintiff 
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 purchased a new 2017 Honda Ridgeline at William F. Fenton, Inc. d/b/a 

Honda of Keene, an authorized Honda dealership located in Keene, New Hampshire. 

Plaintiff  uses his Class Vehicle for family and household use. 

42. In or about summer of 2020, Plaintiff began experiencing the Defect, 

and his backup camera failed for two weeks. The camera then began working again. 

Then, in May 2021, the camera began failing once again. When the Defect manifests, 

the camera does not display a picture, and only displays yellow lines. 

43. Plaintiff tried to put the Class Vehicle on a code reader but this did not 

work. He also attempted to reset all codes, but this too did not fix the issue. Plaintiff 

has called two dealerships—Grappone Honda in Concord, New Hampshire, and 

Honda of Keene—to learn more about the issue and figure out a gameplan for 

attempting to repair the Defect. 

44. The dealership in Concord at first did not return Plaintiff’s call. On or 

about June 29, 2021, Plaintiff was able to reach Grappone Honda, and the dealership 

informed him that the repair estimate would be $690. Due to the unreasonable 

expense of the repair, the cost of which Plaintiff would have to bear, he decided not 

to bring his Class Vehicle in for repair. Plaintiff  then spoke with Honda of 

Keene, which told him that the repair would be approximately $100 at Plaintiff’s 

expense. Due to the associated repair costs, which Honda’s dealerships have 

indicated would be shifted to Plaintiff, he has opted not to obtain a repair. 

45. As a result of the Defect and the resultant backup camera failure in 

Plaintiff’s Class Vehicle, in or about June 2021, Plaintiff  accidentally 

backed up into his wife’s parked vehicle in his driveway, which was parked behind 

his Class Vehicle. Plaintiff anticipates that he will continue to experience the unsafe 

wiring Defect and resultant backup camera failure as he continues to use the dual-

action tailgate on his Class Vehicle. 
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46. Plaintiff  feels unsafe operating his vehicle due to the backup 

camera failure. Because Plaintiff’s young granddaughter frequently visits his house, 

he feels he had no choice but to obtain a repair for the issue. 

47. Plaintiff has sustained harm, has lost time associated with calling 

dealerships and attempting to correct the Defect himself, and remains in a position 

where he is driving a vehicle that contains an unsafe wiring defect that causes his 

backup camera to fail. Because of the Defect, Plaintiff continues to be exposed to a 

safety risk associated with backup camera failure in his Class Vehicle. 

48. At the time of purchasing his Vehicle, Plaintiff did not know that the 

Vehicle contains an unsafe wiring Defect that causes backup camera failure, and that 

he would not be able to safely drive the Vehicle without risk of his backup camera 

failing. Had Honda disclosed the Defect on its website, through its dealership, in its 

warranty manual, or elsewhere prior to Plaintiff purchasing his Class Vehicle, this 

would have materially impacted Plaintiff’s considerations in negotiating the 

purchase of his Class Vehicle, and Plaintiff  would not have paid the 

purchase price that he did. Plaintiff relied upon Honda that it was providing the full 

picture of information regarding his Vehicle, and relied upon the idea that Honda 

would not withhold material information about safety defects in the Vehicle, 

including the Defect. As a result, Plaintiff received less than what he paid for his 

Vehicle and did not receive the benefit of his bargain. 

Plaintiff  

49. Plaintiff  is an adult individual who resides in and is a citizen 

of Rochester, New York. In or about October 2018, Plaintiff  purchased a used 

2018 Honda Ridgeline at O’Connor Chevrolet in Henrietta, New York. Plaintiff 

 uses his Class Vehicle for family and household use. 

50. In or about November 2020, Plaintiff experienced the Defect, and his 

backup camera failed completely. Plaintiff called Ralph Honda, an authorized Honda 
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dealership located in Rochester, New York. A representative at Ralph Honda told 

Plaintiff  that because he was slightly out of warranty, the cost of a repair 

would not be covered, and he received a quote from Ralph Honda dealership to 

perform the repair for in excess of $1,000. This was too expensive so Plaintiff  

declined a repair. 

51. In or about January 2021, Plaintiff  performed an attempted repair 

on his Vehicle because of how expensive the repair from Honda was estimated to 

be. Plaintiff  spliced in and soldered new wiring to replace the broken sections 

of wiring in his Vehicle’s tailgate wiring harness. This attempted repair allowed his 

backup camera to work sometimes, as opposed to being completely inoperable; 

however, Plaintiff  backup camera in his Vehicle still only works 

intermittently. 

52.  The cost of the materials he purchased to perform this repair was 

approximately $66.35.  

53. Plaintiff has sustained out of pocket damages as a result of the Defect. 

Plaintiff continues to be exposed to a safety risk associated with backup camera 

failure in his Class Vehicle due to the Defect. 

54. At the time of purchasing his Vehicle, Plaintiff did not know that the 

Vehicle contains an unsafe wiring Defect that causes backup camera failure, and that 

he would not be able to safely drive the Vehicle without risk of his backup camera 

failing. Had Honda disclosed the Defect on its website, in its warranty manual, or 

elsewhere prior to Plaintiff purchasing his Class Vehicle, Plaintiff  would not 

have purchased the Vehicle, or would not have paid the purchase price that he paid. 

Plaintiff relied upon Honda that it was providing the full picture of information 

regarding his Vehicle, and relied upon the idea that Honda would not withhold 

material information about safety defects in the Vehicle, including the Defect. As a 
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result, Plaintiff  received less than what he paid for his Vehicle and did not 

receive the benefit of his bargain. 

Plaintiff  

55.  Plaintiff  is an adult individual who resides in and is a 

citizen of Monroe, New York. In February 2019, Plaintiff  purchased a new 

2018 Honda Ridgeline at Bronx Honda, an authorized Honda dealership located in 

Bronx, New York. Plaintiff  uses his Class Vehicle for family and household 

use. 

56. In or about July 2021, Plaintiff began experiencing the Defect, and his 

backup camera began intermittently failing. Specifically, backup camera would go 

in and out of function. Within about a week of Plaintiff  first experiencing 

intermittent backup camera failure, the camera failed completely. Plaintiff began 

calling different Honda dealerships about a potential repair, including Middletown 

Honda (in Middletown, New York); Bronx Honda; and Yonkers Honda (in Yonkers, 

New York). These dealerships provided over-the-phone quotes to Plaintiff  

of between $400-800. These quotes were too expensive so Plaintiff  declined 

a repair. 

57. Plaintiff  then went to the Middletown Honda dealership and 

obtained information about the wiring harness and the replacement part number. He 

then purchased a replacement wiring harness online from PartSource for 

approximately $68.77. Plaintiff  has yet to get the wiring harness installed 

because of the expensive cost of labor associated with this repair.  

58. Plaintiff has sustained out of pocket damages as a result of the 

Defect. Because of the Defect, Plaintiff continues to be exposed to a safety risk 

associated with backup camera failure in his Class Vehicle. 

59. At the time of purchasing his Vehicle, Plaintiff did not know that the 

Vehicle contains an unsafe wiring Defect that causes backup camera failure, and that 
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he would not be able to safely drive the Vehicle without risk of his backup camera 

failing. Had Honda disclosed the Defect on its website, through its dealership, in its 

warranty manual, or elsewhere prior to Plaintiff purchasing his Class Vehicle, 

Plaintiff  would not have purchased the Vehicle, or would not have paid the 

purchase price that he paid. Plaintiff relied upon Honda that it was providing the full 

picture of information regarding his Vehicle, and relied upon the idea that Honda 

would not withhold material information about safety defects in the Vehicle, 

including the Defect. As a result, Plaintiff  received less than what he paid 

for his Vehicle and did not receive the benefit of his bargain. 

Plaintiff  

60.  Plaintiff  is an adult individual who resides in and is a 

citizen of Grand Haven, Michigan. In or about June 2020, Plaintiff  

purchased a pre-owned 2018 Honda Ridgeline directly from the previous owner of 

the vehicle. Plaintiff  uses his Class Vehicle for family and household use. 

61. In or about spring of 2021, Plaintiff began experiencing the Defect, and 

his backup camera showed a black screen from time to time. About two weeks after 

the first signs of failure, his backup camera completely failed and has not functioned 

since. On or about October 22, 2021, Plaintiff  called Betten Baker Honda, 

located in Muskegon, Michigan, and a dealership representative told Plaintiff that 

the dealership is aware of the Defect in the Ridgeline model but that there is no recall 

from Honda to address the issue. The representative asked Plaintiff  to bring 

his Vehicle to the dealership for a diagnostic test and stated that the test alone would 

cost approximately $90. Plaintiff  did not visit the dealership for the 

diagnostic test and declined to incur charges for the inspection of a Defect of which 

the dealership was already aware. The mileage on his Vehicle at this time was 

approximately 62,000 miles.  
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62. On or about June 23, 2021, Plaintiff  purchased an OEM 

replacement wiring harness online from HondaPartsConnection.com for 

approximately $77.08, with the intention of repairing the Defect himself. After 

deciding that the replacement of the wiring harness required more expertise than he 

had, Plaintiff  spoke to a third-party repair shop to get expert support for 

installation.  

63. The service personnel at the repair shop said the shop preferred not to 

install parts ordered directly by customers, but would do so if Plaintiff paid a 

premium charge for their labor ($120 per hour, rather than $80 per hour). Also, the 

service personnel said the repair shop could not provide an accurate estimate of the 

total cost of replacement and that the labor cost would depend on the amount of labor 

time required to attempt the repair service.  

64. Plaintiff  has sustained out of pocket damages as a result of the 

Defect, has lost time associated with calling the dealership and attempting to correct 

the Defect himself, and remains in a position where he is driving a vehicle that 

contains an unsafe wiring defect that causes his backup camera to fail. Plaintiff 

 continues to be exposed to a safety risk associated with backup camera 

failure in his Class Vehicle due to the Defect. 

65. At the time of purchasing his Vehicle, Plaintiff  did not know 

that the Vehicle contains an unsafe wiring Defect that causes backup camera failure, 

and that he would not be able to safely drive the Vehicle without risk of his backup 

camera failing. Had Honda disclosed the Defect on its website, in its warranty 

manual, or elsewhere prior to Plaintiff purchasing his Class Vehicle, Plaintiff 

 would not have purchased the Vehicle, or would not have paid the purchase 

price that he paid. Plaintiff  relied upon Honda that it was providing the full 

picture of information regarding his Vehicle, and relied upon the idea that Honda 
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would not withhold material information about safety defects in the Vehicle, 

including the Defect. As a result of the Defect, Plaintiff  has been harmed. 

Plaintiff  

66. Plaintiff  is an adult individual who resides in and is a 

citizen of Tulsa, Oklahoma. On or about November 16, 2018, Plaintiff  

purchased a new 2019 Honda Ridgeline at South Pointe Honda, an authorized Honda 

dealership located in Tulsa, Oklahoma. With his Class Vehicle, Plaintiff  also 

purchased Honda Care Extended Warranty, for approximately $3,225, under a 6-

year/100,000 mile contract. Plaintiff  uses his Class Vehicle for family and 

household use. 

67.  In or about September 2021, Plaintiff began experiencing the Defect, 

and his backup camera failed. On or about October 2, 2021, Plaintiff emailed South 

Pointe Honda regarding the failed backup camera. On or about October 4, 2021, 

Plaintiff  took his Class Vehicle to South Pointe Honda and presented the 

vehicle and the issue for a repair. The dealership told Plaintiff that because of the 

deductibles on his Vehicle’s warranty, it would cost approximately $200 to replace 

the tailgate wiring harness. The dealership told Plaintiff that there are a lot of people 

waiting for the same part due to the Defect and that it would take months before 

Plaintiff’s replacement wiring harness would arrive. The mileage at the time was 

approximately 70,370 miles. 

68. Honda has failed to permanently repair or otherwise correct the Defect 

in the Vehicle in order to permit Plaintiff to safely continue driving it. 

69. Plaintiff continues to experience the unsafe wiring Defect and resultant 

backup camera failure, and thus continues to be exposed to a safety risk. Plaintiff’s 

Vehicle currently has 71,152 miles on the odometer, and his Vehicle will soon be 

out of his extended warranty, leaving Plaintiff with no recourse for the wiring Defect 

and continued backup camera failure. 
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70. At the time of purchasing his Vehicle, Plaintiff did not know that the 

Vehicle contains an unsafe wiring Defect that causes backup camera failure, and that 

he would not be able to safely drive the Vehicle without risk of his backup camera 

failing. Had Honda disclosed the Defect on its website, through its dealership, in its 

warranty manual, or elsewhere prior to Plaintiff purchasing his Class Vehicle, 

Plaintiff  would not have purchased the Vehicle, or would not have paid the 

purchase price that he did. Plaintiff relied upon Honda that it was providing the full 

picture of information regarding his Vehicle, and relied upon the idea that Honda 

would not withhold material information about safety defects in the Vehicle, 

including the Defect. As a result, Plaintiff received less than what he paid for his 

Vehicle and did not receive the benefit of his bargain. 

Plaintiff  

71. Plaintiff  is an adult individual who resides in and is a citizen 

of Tenino, Washington. On or about March 12, 2017, Plaintiff  purchased a new 

2017 Honda Ridgeline at Capitol City Honda, an authorized Honda dealership 

located in Olympia, Washington. Plaintiff Wall uses his Class Vehicle for family 

and household use. 

72. In or about August 2021, Plaintiff began experiencing the Defect, and 

his backup camera failed. Soon after noticing the Defect, Plaintiff  called 

Capitol City Honda regarding the camera failure and was asked to bring his Vehicle 

to the dealership for inspection. On or about September 3, 2021, Plaintiff took his 

Class Vehicle to Capitol City Honda and presented the vehicle and the issue for a 

repair. The service department at the dealership kept the Vehicle over the weekend 

to inspect the Defect and finalized the service on September 9.  

73.  The dealership performed a repair to address the Defect and charged 

Plaintiff  approximately $562.53. The technician’s note on the repair receipt 

indicates that “the tailgate was pinching the rear camera wiring harness.” Plaintiff 
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 received a multi-point inspection report, as well as a repair receipt, at the time 

of pick up. 

74. While Honda’s dealership temporarily eliminated the Defect at Plaintiff 

 cost, Honda failed to permanently repair or otherwise correct the Defect in 

the Vehicle in order to permit Plaintiff to safely continue driving it without the risk 

of the backup camera failing again.  

75. Plaintiff anticipates that he will soon experience the unsafe wiring 

Defect and resultant backup camera failure as he continues to use the dual-action 

tailgate on his Class Vehicle. 

76. Plaintiff has sustained out of pocket damages, has lost time associated 

with getting the Vehicle repaired, and lost use of his Vehicle during the time it was 

being repaired, all as a result of the Defect.  

77. Because of the Defect, and Honda’s inability or refusal to permanently 

remedy the issue, Plaintiff  continues to be exposed to a safety risk associated 

with backup camera failure in his Class Vehicle. 

78. At the time of purchasing his Vehicle, Plaintiff did not know that the 

Vehicle contains an unsafe wiring Defect that causes backup camera failure, and that 

he would not be able to safely drive the Vehicle without risk of his backup camera 

failing. Had Honda disclosed the Defect on its website, through its dealership, in its 

warranty manual, or elsewhere prior to Plaintiff purchasing his Class Vehicle, 

Plaintiff  would not have purchased the Vehicle, or would not have paid the 

purchase price that he did. Plaintiff relied upon Honda that it was providing the full 

picture of information regarding his Vehicle, and relied upon the idea that Honda 

would not withhold material information about safety defects in the Vehicle, 

including the Defect. As a result, Plaintiff received less than what he paid for his 

Vehicle and did not receive the benefit of his bargain. 
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 Defendant American Honda Motor Co., Inc. (Honda USA) 

79. Honda USA is a North American subsidiary of Honda Japan, and was 

founded in 1959. It is headquartered in Torrance, California, and, thus, is a citizen 

of California. Honda USA markets, sells, and leases the Class Vehicles throughout 

the United States, including in this District. Honda USA is responsible for sales, 

marketing, service, distribution, import, and export of Honda-branded products, 

including vehicles and parts, in California, and in the United States. Honda USA is 

also the warrantor and distributor of Honda vehicles, including the Vehicles, in 

California and throughout the United States. Honda USA has thousands of 

authorized dealerships across the United States—which are its agents—and controls 

the distribution of automobiles, parts, services, and warranty repairs Honda vehicles 

throughout the United States, all of which are under Honda USA’s control. Honda 

USA authorizes these distributors and dealerships to sell Honda vehicles, parts, and 

accessories and to service and repair Honda vehicles using Honda parts. 

SUBSTANTIVE ALLEGATIONS 

80. This action is brought against Defendant on behalf of Plaintiffs and all 

persons who purchased or leased model year 2017-2019 Honda Ridgeline vehicles. 

81.   Honda sells Class Vehicles to its authorized distributors and 

dealerships, which, in turn, sell or lease those vehicles to consumers. After these 

dealerships sell cars to consumers, including Plaintiffs and members of the classes, 

they purchased additional inventory from Honda to replace the vehicles sold and 

leased, increasing Honda’s revenues. Thus, Plaintiffs’ and class members’ purchases 

of Vehicles accrue to the benefit of Honda by increasing its revenues. 

Overview of the Honda Ridgeline 

82. The Honda Ridgeline was initially introduced in 2006 (first generation) 

and, after a hiatus in production, re-introduced in 2017 (second generation). The 
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second-generation Ridgelines were first placed on the market for sale in mid-2016, 

and first sold as a model year 2017 vehicle. The Ridgeline is a mid-size unibody 

pickup truck with a crew-cab short-box configuration. One of the features of the 

Ridgeline is the inclusion of a two-way or “dual-action” tailgate system. The dual-

action tailgate allows owners and lessees of the Class Vehicles to open the tailgate 

vertically—as can be done with most traditional pick-up trucks—but also 

horizontally, such that the tailgate can “swing” open. The images below depict both 

options for opening the tailgate in the Vehicles: 

 

 
Vertical (traditional pick-up truck) tailgate action 

 

 
Horizontal (“swinging”) tailgate action 

83. Based on publicly available automobile sales data, Honda sells a 

substantial number of Class Vehicles. 
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 The Defective Tailgate Wiring Harness in the Ridgelines 

85. The Class Vehicles are equipped with defective tailgate wiring 

harnesses, highlighted in the image below2: 

 

 

 
2 The following photos are “screen grabs” at 0:19 and 0:39 and of the YouTube 
video, 2017 Honda Ridgeline – Backup Camera Stopped Working (Wiring 
Destroyed), YOUTUBE (Feb. 28, 2021), 
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=myDPBpgwFrY. 
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86. The tailgate wiring harness is composed of several separate wires 

responsible for transmitting power and data to the backup camera in a wire loom. 

Due to a defect in materials and workmanship, the wiring insulators, strain reliefs, 

and the metal conductors inside these wires are prone to fatiguing and breaking, 

resulting in an intermittent or permanent short circuit and the malfunction of the 

backup camera. By nature, the Defect becomes increasingly severe over time.  

87. When the tailgate is opened horizontally, at the location of the tailgate 

pivot, the tailgate pinches the tailgate wiring harness, causing the wiring coating and 

the internal wiring to wear, and eventually break or sever. The materials used for the 

wiring and the wiring coatings in the tailgate wiring harness are inadequate to 

withstand the wear caused by the repeated “swinging” opening and closing of the 

Vehicles’ tailgate.  

88. As the wiring materials wear and become damaged, the backup cameras 

in the Vehicles begin to work intermittently due to short-circuiting, or the cameras 

fail altogether when the circuit is broken due to wires severing. 

Class Members’ Experiences With the Defect 

89. The internet is replete with complaints from Class Vehicle owners and 

lessees who, like Plaintiffs, have experienced the unsafe Defect and resultant backup 

camera failure. Honda did not repair or otherwise correct the Defect in the Vehicles 

in order to permit Plaintiffs or class members to safely continue driving their 

Vehicles without risk of the tailgate wiring harness being damaged or severed and, 

as a result the backup camera failing, creating a risk of crashes and fatal back-overs. 

90. Entire message board threads are devoted to complaints and discussion 

about the Defect. For example, on ridgelineownersclub.com, there is a discussion 

thread entitled “2017-2018 broken tailgate harness causes backup camera failure,” 
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92. The following are some examples of complaints from owners and 

lessees of the Vehicles concerning the Defect available through NHTSA’s website5: 

 

 

 

 

 
5 NATIONAL HIGHWAY TRAFFIC SAFETY ADMIN., Safety Issues & Recalls, 
https://www.nhtsa.gov/recalls#vehicle (last visited Nov. 12, 2021). 
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93. Backup cameras are a critical safety feature in automobiles. Back-over 

crashes kill hundreds of people each year and injure thousands more.6 Recognizing 

the danger posed by back-over crashes, in 2008 Congress passed the Cameron 

Gulbransen Kids Transportation Safety Act of 2007, requiring regulators to enact 

measures requiring the adoption of technology to improve rearview visibility, which 

was finally embodied in Federal Motor Vehicle Safety Standard number 111. The 

Cameron Gulbransen Kids Transportation Safety Act of 2007 states that the reason 

for requiring a rearview camera is “to reduce death and injury resulting from backing 

incidents, particularly involving small children and disabled persons.” 122 Stat. 639, 

640. Accordingly, functioning backup cameras are a requirement of baseline vehicle 

functionality and a minimum level of quality. The defective tailgate wiring harness 

causes the backup camera on the Class Vehicles to malfunction or fail and, thus, the 

Defect poses a serious safety hazard.  

94. Compounding the seriousness of the Defect, Honda has not issued a 

TSB that actually provides a fix for the Defect. It has issued a series of similar 

bulletins that appear to relate only to the investigation of the Defect, all of which 

similarly state:  
 

Background 
American Honda (AHM) is collecting a HEALTHY tailgate harness 
from certain 2017-2018 Ridgelines which fits the criteria listed below.  

 
Qualifiers 
AHM is interested ONLY if the vehicle meets the following 
requirements: 

 1. Tailgate harness . . . has not been replaced. 
 

 
6 See, Nathan Bomey, Backup cameras now required in new cars in the U.S., 
USA TODAY (May 2, 2018, 8:14 A.M.), 
https://www.usatoday.com/story/money/cars/2018/05/02/backup-
cameras/572079002/. 
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Action Required 
If you have or know of such a vehicle, please call Technical Research 
& Support (TRS) Group . . . . TRS will need to record certain vehicle 
information and provide you with further instructions.7 

95. Honda has issued at least eleven (11) TSBs of this nature under the 

following TSB numbers8: 

• AER19020A 

• APAS02252019902 

• APAS03212019901 

• APAS04022019903 

• APAS04182019904 

• APAS05072019 

• APAS05242019 

• APAS06192019904 

• APAS07082019 

• APAS07302019 

• APAS08142019906 

96. Despite issuing all of the foregoing TSBs—a tacit recognition of the 

Defect in and of itself—Honda has not issued a recall relating to the Defect.  

Honda Knew the Tailgate Wiring Harnesses in the Ridgelines are Defective 

97. At the same time Honda was selling the Class Vehicles to Plaintiffs and 

the car-buying public, Honda was well aware of the problems with Class Vehicles’ 

 
7 NATIONAL HIGHWAY TRAFFIC SAFETY ADMIN., ENGINEERING REQUEST FOR 
INVESTIGATION, https://static.nhtsa.gov/odi/tsbs/2019/MC-10154180-0001.pdf. 
8 See ABOUTAUTOMOBILE, 2017 Honda Ridgeline Tailgate Technical Service 
Bulletins, https://www.aboutautomobile.com/Technical-Service-
Bulletin/2017/Honda/Ridgeline/Tailgate (last visited Nov. 12, 2021);  
2018 Honda Ridegeline Tailgate Technical Service Bulletins, 
https://www.aboutautomobile.com/Technical-Service-
Bulletin/2018/Honda/Ridgeline/Tailgate (last visited Nov. 12, 2021). 
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tailgate wiring harnesses, both from the internal validation and testing that Honda 

performed and from its past experience and expertise designing automotive wiring. 

98. The fact that metal wire has a finite fatigue life and wiring applications 

involving large deflection (such as the tailgate wiring harness) require special 

attention to guarantee function over a large number of load cycles is readily obvious 

to qualified engineers, and is well known to Honda. 

99. Honda requires that each component is tested for durability before mass 

production. Honda employs several teams of engineers whose work is focused on 

testing the durability of the wiring harness, including closure design engineers, 

harness function test engineers (responsible for the integrity and function of the 

harness system for the entire vehicle, including testing on the completed vehicle, 

bench testing, and simulation testing such as the testing described in paragraph 102, 

infra), exterior performance test engineers, electrical validation test technicians, and 

reliability test engineers responsible for guaranteeing full vehicle and component 

performance for durability requirements. 

100. In its 2015 Sustainability Report, Honda quotes its founder as stating, 

“We have to aim for 120% product quality . . . It is unacceptable that even one 

customer in a thousand—even one customer in ten thousand—should receive a 

defective product.”9 Honda’s rigorous testing to ensure this quality revealed to 

Honda that the wiring harness was defective. 

101. In this report, Honda states that as a part of its production preparation 

phase it “assur[es] long-term reliability through aggressive durability testing” and 

that it “subjects new and redesigned models to a rigorous regimen of long-distance 

durability testing before begininning mass production in order to verify that there 

 
9 HONDA, Honda Sustainability Report 2015, p.56, 
https://global.honda/about/sustainability/report/pdf-download/2015.html (last 
visited Nov. 12, 2021). 
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are no quality issues.”10 Honda uses the phrase “durability testing” to refer to its 

process of ensuring products will last their full life-cycle. After this testing, “every 

single part” is disassembled to “verify that there are no quality issues through a 

process consisting of several thousand checks.”11 Because simply using the vehicle 

is what prompts the defect to manifest, Honda’s long-distance durability testing 

necessarily uncovered the defect. 

102. Honda also utilizes test fixtures designed to replicate average use 

of doors, liftgates, tailgates, and trunk lids. These test fixtures are, themselves, the 

testing that Honda performs (among other testing) on the Vehicles. This industry-

standard testing proceeds by using mechanical equipment to repeatedly open and 

close the doors, liftgates, tailgates, and trunk lids, which is precisely what causes the 

wiring defect. Because Honda performed this mechanical testing using testing 

fixtures, and tested the tailgate on Class Vehicles for tens of thousands of load cycles 

before taking the Vehicles to the market for sale, Honda discovered, and knew or 

should have known about, the wiring defect before the Vehicles were sold or leased.  

103. Federal regulations require automobile manufacturers to build vehicles 

that comply with the Federal Motor Vehicle Safety Standards (49 C.F.R. § 571). The 

existence of these standards necessarily requires Honda to extensively test its 

vehicles prior to selling them. During the course of these and other quality validation 

testing conducted by its engineers prior to their sale, Honda became aware of the 

defective wiring harness. 

104. Honda was also aware of the Defect based upon the raft of negative 

consumer responses and reactions about the Class Vehicles, yet it continued to sell 

and lease the Vehicles with the Defect. 

 
10 Id at p.57. 
11 Id. 
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105. In 2017, Honda restructured its quality information collection 

procedures and “establish[ed] a structure that enhances the link between service and 

quality assurance and further strengthens the flow of customer feedback.”12 

106. In line with this restructuring, Honda closely reviews Honda and 

Honda-related automobile message boards, consumer websites, complaints on the 

NHTSA website, and other websites and sources relating to its vehicles and defects, 

complaints, or other issues pertaining to the Honda’s vehicles, including the Class 

Vehicles. It specifically pays considerable attention to electrical issues in its 

automobiles, as properly functioning electrical systems are necessary to ensure that 

critical safety features are operable. Notably, Honda previously issued a recall for 

2017 Ridgelines relating to electrical failures in those vehicles caused by moisture 

intrusion in the tailgate harness. See https://hondanews.com/en-

US/releases/statement-by-american-honda-regarding-rear-wire-harness-recall-

2017-ridgeline-awd. Although this recall was unrelated to the Defect, in the course 

of its investigation into the moisture intrusion defect, Honda necessarily discovered 

the Defect in the 2017 Ridgelines at the time it issued this recall, and could and 

should have issued a recall relating to the Defect at that time, or any time thereafter, 

but it has failed to do so. 

107. Honda specifically monitors customers’ complaints made to NHTSA. 

Federal law requires automakers like Honda to be in close contact with NHTSA 

regarding potential automobile defects, including imposing a legal requirement 

(backed by criminal penalties) compelling the confidential disclosure of defects and 

related data by automakers to NHTSA, including field reports, customer complaints, 

and warranty data. See TREAD Act, Pub. L. No. 106-414, 114 Stat.1800 (2000). 

 
12 HONDA, Honda Sustainability Report 2017, p.57, 
https://global.honda/about/sustainability/report/pdf-download/2017.html (last 
visited Nov. 12, 2021). 
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108. Automakers have a legal obligation to identify and report emerging 

safety-related defects to NHTSA under the Early Warning Report requirements. Id. 

Similarly, automakers monitor NHTSA databases for consumer complaints 

regarding their automobiles as part of its ongoing obligation to identify potential 

defects in their vehicles, including safety-related defects. Id. Honda USA is Honda 

Japan’s agent to interface with NHTSA to monitor complaints, respond to inquiries, 

conduct recalls, and assist NHTSA with investigations. Thus, Honda knew or should 

have known of the complaints about the Defect logged by NHTSA Office of Defect 

Investigation (ODI), and the content, consistency, and large number of those 

complaints alerted, or should have alerted, Honda to the Defect.  

109. Honda had knowledge, or should have known, about the Defect from 

all of these sources, yet it issued a series of TSBs that did nothing to remedy the 

Defect; continued to sell Class Vehicles with a well-known safety issue; declined to 

issue a recall despite the prevalence of the issue; and has sat on its hands as Honda 

dealerships routinely charge class members large sums of money when they present 

their Vehicles for repair of the Defect after it inevitably manifests. 

110. Honda had knowledge that its omissions regarding the safety and 

performance of the Vehicle were misleading, yet it continued to make the same 

omissions regarding the Vehicles to Plaintiffs and members of the proposed classes, 

despite the fact that Honda knew that the Vehicles were defective. 

111. To date, Honda has failed to remedy the Defect and continued to sell 

the Class Vehicles despite its knowledge of the Defect. 

112. To date, Honda has not demonstrated that it is capable of providing an 

adequate repair for the Defect, and Plaintiffs and class members do not know 

whether Honda is capable of providing a repair for the Defect. As such, and without 

the benefit of discovery, it is for all practical purposes impossible to know at this 

time whether a remedy at law or in equity will provide the appropriate full relief for 
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Plaintiffs and members of the class. As a result, Plaintiffs, at this stage of the 

litigation, seek both restitution and a remedy at law, where the claims so permit. 

Further, Plaintiffs seek an injunction enjoining Honda and its agents, servants, and 

employees, and all persons acting under, in concert with, or for it from selling or 

leasing Class Vehicles without notice that they are subject to the Defect, which 

cannot be repaired, and that this remains the situation.  

CALIFORNIA CONTACTS 

113. Honda USA is a corporation organized and in existence under the laws 

of the state of California and registered to do business in the State of California. 

Honda USA is headquartered at 1919 Torrance Boulevard, Torrance, California.  

114. Honda USA does substantial business in California, with a significant 

portion of the sales and leases made in California. In fact, a majority of its work in 

sales, marketing, distribution, import, export, and warranty of Honda-branded 

products, including vehicles and parts, takes place in California. 

115. California hosts a significant portion of Defendant’s U.S. operations, 

including sales and service offices and financial service offices, among others. Two 

Honda research and design facilities are located in California: one in Torrance and 

the other in Mountain View. 

116. In addition, the conduct that forms the basis for each and every class 

member’s claims against Defendant emanated from Honda USA’s headquarters in 

California, and is consistent with directives of Defendant’s personnel in California. 

117. Honda USA’s marketing and advertising personnel are located at its 

California headquarters, and the advertising and marketing schemes, as well as the 

Owner’s Guides and Owner’s Manuals describing the safety and performance of the 

Vehicles (which omitted to describe the Defect), were made and implemented from 

Honda USA’s California headquarters. 
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118. Honda USA’s California personnel implemented its deceptive 

advertising scheme and other materials and have refused to repair the Defect in 

Plaintiffs’ Vehicles. 

119. Defendant’s personnel responsible for communicating with dealers 

regarding known problems with the defective Vehicles are also located at the 

California headquarters, and the decision to not inform authorized dealers of the 

Defect was made and implemented from Honda USA’s California headquarters. 

120. Defendant has significant contacts with the state of California, and the 

conduct at issue herein emanated from California. 

121. As a result of Defendant’s conduct, Plaintiffs and class members have 

suffered injury in fact and have otherwise suffered damages, and have been harmed 

and will continue to be harmed in the future, unless Defendant is held accountable 

through this litigation. 

122. Plaintiffs seek actual damages, disgorgement of profits, statutory 

damages, attorneys’ fees, costs, injunctive relief, and all other relief available, as 

defined herein. 

THE LIMITED REMEDIES’ FAILURE OF THEIR ESSENTIAL PURPOSE 

123. Given the inherently defective nature of the Vehicles and their 

propensity to malfunction (or continue to malfunction) and require repair, and given 

Honda’s total inability to repair the Defect and its non-disclosure and affirmative 

concealment of these facts, enforcement of the unilaterally imposed durational and 

damage limits of the express warranty would so oppress and surprise the Plaintiffs 

and class members as to render these durational and damage limits unconscionable 

and hence unenforceable. 

124. Under the applicable warranty, Plaintiffs and class members are entitled 

to the repair and replacement of defective parts. However, because the Defect 
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persists after any repairs and replacements authorized by Defendant are made, and 

because Defendant knew that these actions were insufficient to cure the Defect, 

Plaintiffs and class members are left without any remedy under a warranty to correct 

the Defect. Indeed, Defendant has had numerous opportunities to correct the Defect 

but has failed to do so. 

125. When class members present their Vehicles for a Defect-related repair, 

Honda is unable to remedy the Defect. Continued presentment of Vehicles by 

Plaintiffs and class members to Honda in hopes of a repair or remedy would thus be 

futile. Simply put, Defendant’s express warranty fails its essential purpose, so that 

class members are without the benefit of their primary bargain—reliable and 

operational Vehicles that are safe and free of material defects. 

126. The warranty service provided at Honda’s, Honda’s dealership’s, and 

Honda’s other agents’ facilities failed to fix the problems with the Vehicles. As a 

result of Defendant’s failure to properly or adequately repair the Defect, Plaintiffs 

suffered direct, and reasonably foreseeable, incidental damages and did not have the 

benefit of a safe and reliable Vehicle. 

TOLLING OF THE STATUTE OF LIMITATIONS AND ESTOPPEL 

127. Any applicable statute of limitations has been tolled by Defendant’s 

knowing and active concealment of the Defect and misrepresentations and omissions 

alleged herein. Through no fault or lack of diligence, Plaintiffs and members of the 

class were deceived regarding the Class Vehicles and could not reasonably discover 

the Defect or Defendant’s deception with respect to the Defect. 

128. Plaintiffs and class members did not discover and did not know of any 

facts that would have caused a reasonable person to suspect that the Defendant was 

concealing a defect and/or the Class Vehicles contained the Defect and the 

corresponding safety risk. As alleged herein, the existence of the Defect was material 
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to Plaintiffs and members of the Class at all relevant times. Within the time period 

of any applicable statutes of limitations, Plaintiffs and members of the Class could 

not have discovered—through the exercise of reasonable diligence—the existence 

of the Defect or that the Defendant was concealing the Defect. 

129. At all times, Defendant is and was under a continuous duty to disclose 

to Plaintiffs and class members the true standard, quality, and grade of the Class 

Vehicles and to disclose the Defect and corresponding safety risk due to their 

exclusive and superior knowledge of the existence and extent of the Defect in Class 

Vehicles. 

130. Defendant knowingly, actively, and affirmatively concealed the facts 

alleged herein, and the Defect. Plaintiffs and class members reasonably relied on 

Defendants’ knowing, active, and affirmative concealment. 

131. For these reasons, all applicable statutes of limitation have been tolled 

based on the discovery rule and Defendant’s fraudulent concealment, and Defendant 

is estopped from relying on any statutes of limitations. 

CLASS ACTION ALLEGATIONS 

132. Plaintiffs, both individually and as a class action on behalf of similarly 

situated purchasers and lessees of the Vehicles pursuant to Federal Rule of Civil 

Procedure 23(b)(2) and (3), seek to represent the following class: 

Nationwide Class 
All owners and lessees of model year 2017, 2018, or 2019 Honda 
Ridgelines purchased or leased in the United States and its territories. 

133. Plaintiffs also bring this action in the alternative on behalf of the 

following state classes:  

 Massachusetts Class  
All owners and lessees of model year 2017, 2018, or 2019 Honda 
Ridgelines purchased or leased in the commonwealth of Massachusetts.  
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New Hampshire Class 
All owners and lessees of model year 2017, 2018, or 2019 Honda 
Ridgelines purchased or leased in the state of New Hampshire. 
 
Michigan Class 
All owners and lessees of model year 2017, 2018, or 2019 Honda 
Ridgelines purchased or leased in the state of Michigan. 

 
New York Class 
All owners and lessees of model year 2017, 2018, or 2019 Honda 
Ridgelines purchased or leased in the state of New York. 
 
Pennsylvania Class 
All owners and lessees of model year 2017, 2018, or 2019 Honda 
Ridgelines purchased or leased in the commonwealth of Pennsylvania. 

 
Oklahoma Class 
All owners and lessees of model year 2017, 2018, or 2019 Honda 
Ridgelines purchased or leased in the state of Oklahoma. 
 
Washington Class 
All owners and lessees of model year 2017, 2018, or 2019 Honda 
Ridgelines purchased or leased in the state of Washington. 

 
134. Excluded from these classes are Defendant, as well as Defendant’s 

affiliates, employees, officers and directors, and the Judge to whom this case is 

assigned. Plaintiffs reserve the right to amend the definition of the classes if 

discovery and/or further investigation reveal that the classes should be expanded or 

otherwise modified. 

135. Certification of Plaintiffs’ claims for class-wide treatment is 

appropriate because Plaintiffs can prove the elements of their claims on a class-wide 

basis using the same evidence as would be used to prove those elements in individual 

actions alleging the same claims. 
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136. Numerosity: The members of the Class are so numerous that joinder 

of all class members in a single proceeding would be impracticable. While the exact 

number and identities of individual members of the class is unknown at this time, 

such information being in the sole possession of Honda and obtainable by Plaintiffs 

only through the discovery process, Plaintiffs believes, and on that basis alleges, that 

over one hundred thousand Vehicles have been sold and leased in the United States. 

137. Existence/Predominance of Common Questions of Fact and Law: 

Common questions of law and fact exist as to all class members and predominate 

over questions affecting only individual class members. Such common questions of 

law or fact include, inter alia: 

a. whether Honda engaged in the conduct alleged herein; 

b. whether Honda omitted and misrepresented material facts to 

purchasers and lessees of Class Vehicles;  

c. whether Honda’s omissions and misrepresentations regarding 

the Class Vehicles were likely to mislead a reasonable consumer;  

d. whether Honda breached warranties with Plaintiffs and the other 

class members when it produced, distributed, and sold the Class 

Vehicles;  

e. whether Plaintiffs’ and other class members’ Vehicles were 

worth less than as represented as a result of the Defect and 

conduct alleged herein; 

f. whether Plaintiffs and the other class members have been 

damaged and, if so, the extent of such damages; and  

g. whether Plaintiff and the other class members are entitled to 

equitable relief, including but not limited to, restitution and 

injunctive relief. 
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138. Honda engaged in a common course of conduct giving rise to the legal 

rights sought to be enforced by Plaintiffs individually and on behalf of the other class 

members. Similar or identical statutory and common law violations, business 

practices, and injuries are involved. Individual questions, if any, are substantially 

overcome, in both quality and quantity, by the numerous common questions that 

dominate this action.  

139. Typicality: Plaintiffs’ claims are typical of the claims of the other class 

members because, among other things, Plaintiffs and the other class members were 

injured through the substantially uniform misconduct described above. As with 

Plaintiffs, class members also purchased or leased a Class Vehicle containing the 

Defect. Plaintiff is advancing the same claims and legal theories on behalf of 

themselves and all other class members, and no defense is available to Honda that is 

unique to Plaintiffs. The same events giving rise to Plaintiffs’ claims for relief are 

identical to those giving rise to the claims of all class members. Plaintiffs and all 

class members sustained monetary and economic injuries including, but not limited 

to, ascertainable losses arising out of Honda’s wrongful conduct in selling/leasing 

and failing to remedy the Class Vehicles. 

140. Adequacy: Plaintiffs are adequate class representative because they 

will fairly represent the interests of the class. Plaintiffs have retained counsel with 

substantial experience in prosecuting consumer class actions, including consumer 

fraud and automobile defect class action cases. Plaintiffs and their counsel are 

committed to prosecuting this action vigorously on behalf of the class they seek to 

represent and have the resources to do so. Neither Plaintiffs nor their counsel have 

any interest adverse or antagonistic to those of the class. 

141. Superiority: A class action is superior to any other available means for 

the fair and efficient adjudication of this controversy, and no unusual difficulties are 

likely to be encountered in the management of this class action. The damages or 
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other detriment suffered by Plaintiffs and the other class members are relatively 

small compared to the burden and expense that would be required to individually 

litigate their claims against Honda, so it would be impracticable for class members 

to individually seek redress for Honda’s wrongful conduct. Even if class members 

could afford individual litigation, the court system should not be required to 

undertake such an unnecessary burden. Individualized litigation would also create a 

potential for inconsistent or contradictory judgments and increase the delay and 

expense to all parties and the court system. By contrast, the class action device 

presents no significant management difficulties, if any, and provides the benefits of 

single adjudication, economy of scale, and comprehensive supervision by a single 

court. 

142. Defendant has acted and refused to act on grounds generally applicable 

to the Classes, making appropriate final injunctive relief with respect to the Classes 

as a whole. 

143. Upon information and belief, class members can be readily identified 

and notified based upon, inter alia, the records (including databases, e-mails, 

dealership records and files, etc.) Honda maintains regarding its sales and leases of 

Class Vehicles.  

144. Unless the classes are certified, Defendant will improperly retain 

monies that they received from Plaintiffs and members of the classes as a result of 

its conduct. Unless Defendant is required to change its conduct, it will continue to 

commit the violations and acts alleged herein and the members of the class and the 

general public will continue to be misled and harmed. 

CAUSES OF ACTION 
COUNT I  

Breach of Express Warranty  
(On Behalf of the Nationwide Class or, in the alternative,  

the Massachusetts Class[A1] and the Oklahoma Class) 
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145. Plaintiffs reallege and incorporate by reference the preceding 

paragraphs as if fully set forth herein. 

146. Plaintiffs  and  bring this claim on behalf of the Nationwide 

Class or, in the alternative, on behalf of the Massachusetts Class under 

Massachusetts law and the Oklahoma Class under Oklahoma law. 

147. Plaintiffs and  and other class members formed a contract 

with Honda at the time they purchased their Vehicles. The terms of the contract 

include the promises and affirmations of fact and express warranties made by 

Defendant.  

148. As an express warrantor, manufacturer, and merchant, Defendant had 

certain obligations pursuant to Honda’s warranty to repair and replace defects. Mass. 

Gen. Laws Ch. 106 § 2-313; 12A O.S. § 2-313. 

149. Defendant’s New Vehicle Limited Warranty provides that “Honda will 

repair or replace any part that is defective in material or workmanship under normal 

use. . . . All repairs/replacements made under this warranty are free of charge.” 

150. The owner’s manual for the Class Vehicles also identifies that Honda’s 

New Vehicle Limited Warranty “covers your new vehicle . . . against defects in 

materials and workmanship,” and that Honda’s replacement parts limited warranty 

“covers all Honda replacement parts against defects in materials and workmanship.” 

151. The Class Vehicles of Plaintiffs  and  and the other Class 

members did not perform as promised and contained a defective tailgate wiring 

harness, a defect in workmanship and materials. 

152. Defendant has actual knowledge that it breached express warranties 

with Plaintiffs and the other Class members related to the Vehicles.  

153. Defendant breached the terms of the express warranties with Plaintiffs 

and other class members by not providing the Vehicles with properly functioning 

wiring harnesses. 
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154. As detailed supra, Plaintiff  sought a warranty repair of his Vehicle 

during the warranty period and the repair was unsuccessful. As a result, the Defect 

has manifested again and Plaintiff is exposed to the unsafe wiring failure and 

resultant backup camera failure. 

155. Plaintiff  also sought a warranty repair, as detailed supra, but was 

informed that he would have to wait months before the repair could be done. He has 

yet to receive a repair and continues to experience the dangerous backup camera 

failure. 

156. Plaintiffs  and  and class members have used their Vehicles in 

a manner consistent with the Vehicles’ intended use, and have performed each and 

every duty required under the terms of Honda’s warranty, including presentment, 

except as may have been excused or prevented by the conduct of Defendant or by 

operation of law in light of Defendant’s unconscionable conduct described 

throughout this Complaint. 

157. Defendant received timely notice regarding the problems at issue in this 

litigation and, notwithstanding such notice, have failed and refused to offer an 

effective remedy. 

158. In addition, upon information and belief, Defendant received numerous 

complaints, notices of the need for repair and resulting safety issues, and requests 

for warranty repairs and coverage relating to the Defect from other members of the 

class. 

159. In its capacity as a supplier and/or warrantor, and by the conduct 

described herein, any attempt by Defendant to disclaim or otherwise limit express 

warranties in a manner that would exclude or limit coverage for the Defect that was 

present at the time of sale and/or lease, which Defendant knew about prior to offering 

the Vehicles for sale and/or lease, and which Defendant did not disclose and did not 
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remedy prior to (or after) sale and/or lease, is unconscionable, and Defendant should 

be estopped from pursuing such defenses. 

160. Further, any such effort by Defendant to disclaim or otherwise limit 

liability for the Defect is null and void because Honda and its authorized agents (the 

dealers) have wrongfully, uniformly, and repeatedly refused and failed to properly 

repair or replace the defective wiring harness. 

161. As such, Defendant should be estopped from disclaiming liability for 

their actions. 

162. As the foreseeable and actual result of Defendant’s breaches of express 

warranty, Plaintiffs  and  and the other class members were damaged in an 

amount that is difference between the value of the Vehicles if they had possessed the 

functional wiring and performed as represented and the value of the Vehicles they 

actually received. Plaintiff and the other class members suffered diminution in the 

value of the Vehicles, out-of-pocket losses related to repairing, maintaining, and 

servicing their defective Vehicles, costs associated with arranging and obtaining 

alternative means of transportation, and other incidental and consequential damages 

recoverable under the law. 

COUNT II 
Breach of the Implied Warranty of Merchantability 

(On Behalf of the Nationwide Class or, in the alternative, the State Classes) 
163. Plaintiffs reallege and incorporate by reference the preceding 

paragraphs as if fully set forth herein. 

164. Plaintiffs bring this claim on behalf of the Nationwide Class or, in the 

alternative, under the laws of their respective home states, under Pennsylvania, 

Massachusetts, New Hampshire, Michigan, New York, Oklahoma, and Washington 

law. 

165. Defendant is and was at all relevant times a merchant with respect to 
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the Vehicles, and manufactured, distributed, warranted and sold the Vehicles. 

166. A warranty that the Vehicles were in merchantable condition and fit for 

the ordinary purposes for which they were sold is implied by law. 

167. Plaintiffs and the other class members purchased the Vehicles 

manufactured and sold by Defendant in consumer transactions. 

168. The Vehicles, when sold and at all times thereafter, were not in 

merchantable condition and the wiring was not in merchantable condition and were 

not fit for the ordinary purpose for which cars are used. The Vehicles left 

Defendant’s possession and control with defective wiring that rendered them at all 

times thereafter unmerchantable, unfit for ordinary use, unsafe, and a threat to safety.  

169. Defendant knew before the time of sale to Plaintiffs and the other class 

members, or earlier, that the Vehicles were produced with defective wiring that was 

unfit for ordinary use, that rendered the Vehicles unfit for their ordinary purposes, 

and that posed a serious safety threat to drivers, passengers, and everyone else 

sharing the road with the Vehicles. This knowledge was based on Defendant’s own 

industry standard internal validation of its vehicles prior to launching a new model, 

internal testing, knowledge about and familiarity with the wiring included in the 

Vehicles, history of similar problems with similar wiring in prior models, and 

complaints by consumers and third parties. 

170. The existence and ubiquity of the Defect is illustrated by the numerous 

publicized consumer complaints, disputes, and failed remedial measures nationwide. 

171. Despite Plaintiffs’ and the other class members’ normal, ordinary, and 

intended uses, maintenance, and upkeep, the wiring of the Vehicles experienced and 

continue to experience the Defect and premature failure. 

172. The wiring in the Vehicles and the Vehicles themselves are, and at all 

times and were, not of fair or average quality, and would not pass without objection. 

173. All conditions precedent have occurred or been performed. 
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174. Plaintiffs and class members have used their Vehicles in a manner 

consistent with the Vehicles’ intended use, and have performed each and every duty 

required under Honda’s warranty, including presentment, except as may have been 

excused or prevented by the conduct of Defendant or by operation of law in light of 

Defendant’s unconscionable conduct described throughout this Complaint. 

175. Defendant received timely notice regarding the problems at issue in this 

litigation and, notwithstanding such notice, have failed and refused to offer an 

effective remedy. 

176. In addition, upon information and belief, Defendant received numerous 

complaints, notices of the need for repair and resulting safety issues, and requests 

for warranty repairs and coverage relating to the Defect from other members of the 

class. 

177. In its capacity as a supplier and/or warrantor, and by the conduct 

described herein, any attempt by Defendant to disclaim or otherwise limit express 

warranties in a manner that would exclude or limit coverage for the Defect that was 

present at the time of sale and/or lease, which Defendant knew about prior to offering 

the Vehicles for sale and/or lease, and which Defendant did not disclose and did not 

remedy prior to (or after) sale and/or lease, is unconscionable, and Defendant should 

be estopped from pursuing such defenses. 

178. Further, any such effort by Defendant to disclaim or otherwise limit 

liability for the Defect is null and void because Honda and its authorized agents (the 

dealers) have wrongfully, uniformly, and repeatedly refused and failed to properly 

repair or replace the powertrain. 

179. Specifically, Defendant’s warranty disclaimers, exclusions, and 

limitations, to the extent that they may be argued to apply, were, at the time of sale, 

and continue to be, unconscionable and unenforceable to disclaim liability for a 

known, latent defect. Defendant knew when it first made these warranties and their 
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limitations that the defect existed, and the warranties might expire before a 

reasonable consumer would notice or observe the defect. Defendant also failed to 

take necessary actions to adequately disclose or cure the Defect after the existence 

of the Defect came to the public’s attention and sat on its reasonable opportunity to 

cure or remedy the Defect, its breaches of warranty, and consumers’ losses. Under 

these circumstances, it would be futile to enforce any informal resolution procedures 

or give Defendant any more time to cure the Defect or cure its breaches of warranty. 

180. As such, Defendant should be estopped from disclaiming liability for 

its actions. 

181. Privity of contract is not required for consumer implied warranty claims 

under the relevant laws. However, Plaintiffs and the other class members had 

sufficient direct dealings with Defendant and their agents (dealers) to establish 

privity of contract. Defendant, on the one hand, and Plaintiffs and the other Class 

members, on the other hand, are in privity because of Honda’s New Vehicle Limited 

Warranty, which Defendant extends to Plaintiffs and the other class members.  

182. Privity is also not required in this case because Plaintiffs and the other 

class members are intended third-party beneficiaries of contracts between Defendant 

and its dealers (i.e., its agents); specifically, they are the intended beneficiaries of 

Defendant’s implied warranties. The dealers were not intended to be the ultimate 

consumers of the Vehicles; the warranty agreements were designed for, and intended 

to benefit, only the ultimate consumers––such as Plaintiffs and the other class 

members. Indeed, under the terms of the New Vehicle Limited Warranty, the 

warranty applies if the vehicle is “distributed by American Honda through the Honda 

Automobile Division, and sold or leased by a Honda automobile dealer in the United 

States, Puerto Rico, the U.S. Virgin Islands, Guam, and the Commonwealth of the 

Northern Mariana Islands.” Privity is also not required because Plaintiffs’ and the 
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other class members’ Vehicles are inherently dangerous due to the aforementioned 

defects and nonconformities.  

183. Plaintiffs and the other class members suffered and will suffer 

diminution in the value of their Vehicles, out-of-pocket losses related to repairing, 

maintaining, and servicing their defective Vehicles, costs associated with arranging 

and obtaining alternative means of transportation, and other incidental and 

consequential damages recoverable under the law. 

COUNT III 
Fraud/Fraudulent Omission 

(On Behalf of the Nationwide Class or, in the alternative, the State Classes) 
184. Plaintiffs reallege and incorporate by reference the preceding 

paragraphs as if fully set forth herein. 

185. Plaintiffs bring this claim on behalf of the Nationwide Class or, in the 

alternative, the state classes under the laws of Plaintiffs’ respective home states, 

under Pennsylvania, Massachusetts, New Hampshire, Michigan, New York, 

Oklahoma, and Washington law. 

186. Defendant actively, intentionally, and knowingly concealed, 

suppressed, and/or omitted material facts including the existence of the Defect and 

the standard, quality, or grade of the Vehicles and the fact that the Vehicles contain 

a Defect and corresponding safety risk, with the intent that Plaintiffs and class rely 

on Defendant’s omissions. As a direct result of the Defendant’s fraudulent conduct, 

as alleged herein, Plaintiffs and members of the class have suffered actual damages. 

187. Defendant knew at the time of sale or lease and thereafter that the 

Vehicles contained the Defect, omitted material information about the safety of the 

Vehicles, and actively concealed the Defect and never intended to adequately repair 

the Defect during the warranty periods. To date, Defendant has not provided 

Plaintiffs and members of the class with an adequate repair or remedy for the Defect. 
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188. Defendant possessed superior and exclusive knowledge regarding the 

Defect, and therefore had a duty to disclose any information relating to the safety 

and functionality of key safety features in the Vehicles. 

189. The Defect is material to Plaintiffs and the members of the class 

because Plaintiffs and the members of the class had a reasonable expectation that the 

Vehicles would not contain a Defect that prevents them from properly using their 

backup cameras and that exposes them and others to a safety risk. No reasonable 

consumer expects a vehicle to contain a concealed Defect in materials or 

workmanship, such as the Defect as well as its associated safety risk. 

190. Plaintiffs and members of the class would not have purchased or leased 

the Vehicles but for Defendants’ omissions and concealment of material facts 

regarding the nature and quality of the Vehicles and the existence of the Defect and 

corresponding safety risk, or would have paid less for the Vehicles. 

191. Honda knew its concealment and suppression of the Defect was false 

and misleading and knew the effect of concealing those material facts. Honda knew 

its misstatements, concealment, and suppression of the Defect would sell more 

Vehicles and would discourage Plaintiffs and the members of the Class from seeking 

replacement or repair of the Defect during the applicable warranty periods. Further, 

Defendants intended to induce Plaintiffs and class members into purchasing or 

leasing the Vehicles and to discourage them from seeking replacement or repair of 

the Defect in order to decrease costs and increase profits. 

192. Defendant acted with malice, oppression and fraud. 

193. Plaintiffs and the members of the Class reasonably relied upon 

Defendants’ knowing misrepresentations, concealment and omissions. As a direct 

and proximate result of Defendant’s misrepresentations, omissions and active 

concealment of material facts regarding the Defect and the associated safety risk, 

Plaintiffs and the members of the Class have suffered actual damages in an amount 
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to be determined at trial. 

COUNT IV 
Unjust Enrichment 

(On Behalf of the Nationwide Class, or in the alternative, the State Classes)  
194. Plaintiffs reallege and incorporate by reference the preceding 

paragraphs as if fully set forth herein. 

195. Plaintiffs bring this claim on behalf of the Nationwide Class or, in the 

alternative, the state classes under the laws of Plaintiffs’ respective home states, 

under Pennsylvania, Massachusetts, and New Hampshire, Michigan, New York, 

Oklahoma, and Washington law. 

196. This claim is pleaded in the alternative to the other claims herein. 

197. As a direct and proximate result of Honda’s omissions concerning and 

its failure to disclose the known Defect, Honda has profited through the sale and 

lease of the Vehicles. Although these Vehicles are purchased through Honda’s 

agents, the money from the Vehicle sales flows directly back to Honda. 

198. As a result of its wrongful acts, concealments, and omissions of the 

Defect in its Vehicles, as set forth above, Honda charged higher price for the 

Vehicles than the Vehicles’ true value. Plaintiffs and members of the class paid that 

higher price for their Vehicles to Honda’s authorized distributors and dealers, which 

are in Honda’s control.  

199. Additionally, as a direct and proximate result of Honda’s failure to 

disclose known Defect in the Vehicles, Plaintiffs and class members have Vehicles 

that will require high-cost repairs that can and therefore have conferred an unjust 

substantial benefit upon Honda. 

200. Honda has been unjustly enriched due to the known Defect in the 

Vehicles through the use money paid that earned interest or otherwise added to 

Honda’s profits when said money should have remained with Plaintiffs and the class 
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members. 

201. As a result of the Honda’s unjust enrichment, Plaintiffs and the class 

members have suffered damages.  

202. Equity and good conscience militate against allowing Honda to retain 

its ill-gotten gains, and requires disgorgement and restitution of the same. 

COUNT V 
Violations of Massachusetts Gen. Law Section 93A 

(On Behalf of Plaintiffs  and  and the Massachusetts Class)  
203. Plaintiffs reallege and incorporate by reference the preceding 

paragraphs as if fully set forth herein. 

204. Plaintiffs  and  bring this claim on behalf of the 

Massachusetts Class under Massachusetts law. 

205. The Massachusetts Regulation of Business Practice and Consumer 

Protection Act prohibits unfair and deceptive acts or practices in the conduct of trade 

or commerce. Mass. Gen. L. ch. 93A, § 2(a).  

206. Honda, Plaintiffs  and  and Massachusetts Class 

members are “persons” within the meaning of ch. 93A, § 1(b). 

207. Honda engaged in “trade” or “commerce” within the meaning of ch. 

93A, § 1(b). 

208. Plaintiffs and other Class members are consumers who purchased or 

leased a Vehicle for end use and not for resale.  

209. Honda’s conduct, as described above, in misrepresenting the Vehicles’ 

features, while omitting the facts that Vehicles contained defective wiring harnesses, 

constitutes an unfair and deceptive practice and was likely to mislead a reasonable 

consumer. 

210. A reasonable consumer would consider the quality of the wiring 

harness in a Vehicle, and defective nature of the wiring harness, to be important 
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when making a decision whether to purchase or lease a Vehicle. The disclosure of 

the defective wiring harness would have influenced prospective buyers not to enter 

into transactions. 

211. Honda knew before the time of sale to Plaintiffs and the other class 

members, or earlier, that Vehicles were produced with defective wiring harnesses 

that posed a serious safety threat to drivers, passengers, and everyone else sharing 

the road with the Vehicles. Through knowledge of manufacture and production of 

the wiring harnesses, internal product testing, consumer complaints, and past 

experience, Defendant learned of the Defect. The existence and ubiquity of the 

Defect is illustrated by the numerous publicized consumer complaints and disputes. 

Defendants’ issuance of a series of TSBs directed to Vehicles’ wiring harnesses 

shows actual knowledge. 

212. Honda’s conduct in refusing to perform the necessary repairs to 

Plaintiffs’ and Class members’ Vehicles constituted unfair conduct within the 

meaning of ch. 93A, § 2. 

213. Honda’s practices offend public policy, are immoral, unethical, 

oppressive, and unscrupulous, cause substantial injury to consumers, and pose a risk 

to public safety. 

214. Honda’s conduct, as alleged herein, is in violation of at least the 

following regulations promulgated by the Massachusetts Attorney General under ch. 

93A: 

a. 940 C.M.R. § 3.02 (prohibiting, among other things, statements 

or illustrations used in advertisements which create a false 

impression of the grade, quality, value, or usability of the product 

offered); 

b. 940 C.M.R. § 3.05(1) (prohibiting claims or representations 
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“made by any means concerning a product which, directly, or by 

implication, or by failure to adequately disclose additional 

relevant information, has the capacity or tendency or effect of 

deceiving buyers or prospective buyers in any material respect”); 

c. 940 C.M.R. § 3.08(2) (providing that it “shall be an unfair and 

deceptive act or practice to fail to perform or fulfill any promises 

or obligation arising under a warranty”); and 

d. 940 C.M.R. § 3.16(2) (providing that it is a violation of ch. 93A, 

§ 2 to “fail to disclose to a buyer or prospective buyer any fact, 

the disclosure of which may have influenced the buyer or 

prospective buyer to enter into the transaction”). 

215. As a direct and proximate result of Honda’s unfair and deceptive 

conduct, as alleged herein, Plaintiffs and the other Class members have suffered 

injury-in-fact, including the following: 

a. Plaintiffs and the other Class members, in purchasing or 

leasing the Vehicles, received cars worth less than as 

represented in that they paid for a car with a wiring harness 

free of defects, but did not receive that which they paid for; 

b. Plaintiffs and the other Class members suffered diminution in 

value of the Vehicles due to the existence of the wiring harness 

Defect in their Vehicles; and 

c. Plaintiffs and the other Class members were faced with the 

choice or repairing their Vehicles at substantial cost and 

inconvenience or being without their vehicles at substantial cost 
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and inconvenience. 

216. As a result of Defendant’s unfair and deceptive conduct in violation of 

ch. 93A, Plaintiffs and the other Class members have suffered actual damages, 

including the additional cost they paid for a vehicle with a working and defect-free 

tailgate wiring harness, diminution in value of the Vehicles, out-of-pocket losses 

related to repairing, maintaining, and servicing their defective Vehicles, costs 

associated with arranging and obtaining alternative means of transportation, and 

other incidental and consequential damages recoverable under the law. 

217. Had Plaintiffs and the other Class members been aware of the omitted 

and misrepresented facts, i.e., that the Vehicles they purchased and leased were 

defective and would cost them several hundreds of dollars when the wiring harnesses 

failed, Plaintiffs and the other Class members would not have purchased and leased 

the Vehicles or would have paid significantly less for them than they actually paid.  

218. On May 21, 2021, Plaintiff sent to Honda a written demand for relief 

pursuant to ch. 93A, § 9(3). This demand letter was served on Honda on May 24, 

2021. To date, Honda failed to make a reasonable offer of relief in response to the 

demand. 

219. Pursuant to Mass. Gen. Law, ch. 93A, § 9, Plaintiffs and the other Class 

members seek monetary relief measured as the greater of (a) actual damages in an 

amount to be determined at trial; and (b) statutory damages in the amount of $25 for 

each violation. Because Honda’s conduct was committed willfully and knowingly, 

Plaintiffs and the other Class members are entitled to recover up to three times their 

actual damages, but no less than two times actual damages. 

220. Plaintiffs and the other Class members also seek an order directing 

Honda to correct its violations by repairing or replacing the defective wiring 

harnesses on all Vehicles. 

Case    Document 34   Filed 11/12/21   Page 58 of 66   Page ID #:



 

   
SECOND AMENDED CLASS ACTION COMPLAINT 

 

- 58 - 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

COUNT VI 
Violations of the New Hampshire Consumer Protection Act 

N.H. Rev. Stat. Ann. § 358-A:2 (“NHCPA”) 
(On Behalf of Plaintiff  and the New Hampshire Class)  

221. Plaintiffs reallege and incorporate by reference the preceding 

paragraphs as if fully set forth herein. 

222. Plaintiff  brings this claim on behalf of the New Hampshire 

Class under New Hampshire law. 

223. Plaintiff and Honda are “persons” under the NHCPA. N.H. Rev. Stat. 

Ann. § 358-A:1(I). 

224. Honda’s sale of Vehicles to Plaintiff and New Hampshire Class 

members falls within the ambit of “trade” and “commerce.” N.H. Rev. Stat. Ann. § 

358-A:1(II). 

225. The NHCPA makes it unlawful “for any person to use any unfair 

method of competition or any unfair or deceptive act or practice in the conduct of 

any trade or commerce” and enumerates seventeen unlawful types of unfairly 

competitive or deceptive acts. N.H. Rev. Stat. Ann. § 358-A:2. This statutory list is 

not exhaustive, and other actions may constitute prohibited conduct as long as they 

are of the same type as proscribed by the enumerated categories. 

226. In selling the Vehicles while omitting or concealing the Defect, Honda 

engaged in at least the following violations of the NHCPA: 

a. “Representing that goods or services have sponsorship, approval, 

characteristics, ingredients, uses, benefits, or quantities that they 

do not have . . .”; 

b. “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”; 
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c. “Advertising goods or services with intent not to sell them as 

advertised.” 

227. The offending conduct alleged herein occurred in, and was part of trade 

or commerce that had direct or indirect effects on Plaintiff  and the people 

of New Hampshire. 

228. Pursuant to N.H. Rev. Stat. Ann. § 358-A:10(I), Plaintiff  

seeks damages on behalf of himself and New Hampshire Class members in the 

amount of the greater of actual damages or $1,000 for each violation of the NHCPA. 

Because Honda’s conduct was committed willfully and knowingly, Plaintiff and the 

other New Hampshire Class members are entitled to recover up to three times their 

actual damages, but no less than two times actual damages. 

229. Plaintiff also seeks equitable relief, including an injunction, as the court 

deems necessary and proper. 

COUNT VII 
Violations of New York General Business Law § 349 

(On Behalf of Plaintiffs   and the New York Class) 
230. Plaintiffs reallege and incorporate by reference the preceding 

paragraphs as if fully set forth herein. 

231. Plaintiffs  and  bring this claim on behalf of the New York 

Class under New York Law. 

232. New York General Business Law § 349 states, “Deceptive acts or 

practices in the conduct of any business, trade or commerce or in the furnishing of 

any service in this state are hereby declared unlawful.” 

233. Honda engaged in “business,” “trade,” or “commerce” within the 

meaning of N.Y. Gen. Bus. Law § 349(a). 

234. Plaintiffs  and  are “persons” within the meaning of N.Y. 

Gen. Bus. Law § 349(h). 
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235. Honda’s sale of the Vehicles, while omitting or concealing the Defect 

is a “deceptive act or practice” under N.Y. Gen. Bus. Law § 349.  

236. Had Plaintiffs and the other Class members been aware of the omitted 

and misrepresented facts, i.e., that the Vehicles they purchased and leased were 

defective and would cost them several hundreds of dollars when the wiring harnesses 

failed, Plaintiffs and the other New York Class members would not have purchased 

and leased the Vehicles or would have paid significantly less for them than they 

actually paid. 

237. Pursuant to N.Y. Gen. Bus. Law § 349(h), Plaintiffs  and  

seek damages on behalf of themselves and the New York Class in the amount of the 

greater of actual damages or $50 for each violation of N.Y. Gen. Bus. Law § 349. 

Because Honda’s conduct was committed willfully and knowingly, Plaintiffs and 

the other New York Class members are entitled to recover up to three times their 

actual damages up to $1,000. 

238. Plaintiffs also seek equitable relief, including and injunction, as the 

court deems necessary and proper. 

COUNT VIII 

Violations of the Oklahoma Consumer Protection Act 
15 O.S. §§ 751 et seq. (“OCPA”) 

(On Behalf of Plaintiff  and the Oklahoma Class) 
239.  Plaintiffs reallege and incorporate by reference the preceding 

paragraphs as if fully set forth herein. 

240. Plaintiff  brings this claim on behalf of the Oklahoma Class under 

Oklahoma Law. 

241. Plaintiff and Honda are “persons” under the OCPA. 15 O.S.§ 752(1). 

242. Honda’s sale of Vehicles to Plaintiff and Oklahoma Class members is 

a “consumer transaction” under the OCPA. 15 O.S. § 752(2). 
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243. The OCPA lists 37 categories of practices that are considered unlawful 

under the statute. 15 O.S. § 753. Honda’s conduct in selling the Vehicles while 

omitting or concealing the Defect constitutes as an unlawful practice in at least the 

following categories: 

a. “Represents, knowingly or with reason to know, that the 

subject of a consumer transaction is of a particular standard, 

style, or model, if it is of another” 15 O.S. § 753(7); 

b. “Advertises, knowingly or with reason to know, the subject of 

a consumer transaction with intent not to sell it as advertised” 

15 O.S. § 753(8); 

c. “Commits an unfair or deceptive practice as defined in Section 

752 of [the OCPA]” 15 O.S. § 753(20). 

244. Had Plaintiff and the other Oklahoma Class members been aware of the 

omitted and misrepresented facts, i.e., that the Vehicles they purchased and leased 

were defective and would cost them several hundreds of dollars when the wiring 

harnesses failed, Plaintiff and the other Class members would not have purchased 

and leased the Vehicles or would have paid significantly less for them than they 

actually paid. 

245. Pursuant to 15 O.S. § 761.1(A), Plaintiff  seeks damages on 

behalf of himself and Oklahoma Class members. Because of the nature of Honda’s 

conduct, Plaintiff and Oklahoma Class members are entitled up to three times the 

amount of actual damages. 

246. Plaintiff also seeks equitable relief, including an injunction, as the court 

deems necessary and proper. 

COUNT IX 

Violations of the Washington Consumer Protection Act 
RCW §§ 19.86.010 et seq. (“WCPA”) 

(On Behalf of Plaintiff  and the Oklahoma Class) 
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247.  Plaintiffs reallege and incorporate by reference the preceding 

paragraphs as if fully set forth herein. 

248. Plaintiff Wall brings this claim on behalf of the Washington Class under 

Washington Law. 

249. Plaintiff and Honda are “persons” under the WCPA. RCW § 

19.86.010(1). 

250. Honda’s sale of Vehicles to Plaintiff and Washington Class members 

constitutes as “trade” and “commerce” under the WCPA. RCW § 19.86.010(2). 

251. The WCPA states, “Unfair methods of competition and unfair or 

deceptive practices in the conduct of any trade or commerce are hereby declared 

unlawful.” RCW § 19.86.020. Honda’s sale of vehicles to Plaintiff Wall and the 

Washington Class members is an “unfair or deceptive practice” under the WCPA. 

252. Had Plaintiff and the other Washington Class members been aware of 

the omitted and misrepresented facts, i.e., that the Vehicles they purchased and 

leased were defective and would cost them several hundreds of dollars when the 

wiring harnesses failed, Plaintiff and the other Class members would not have 

purchased and leased the Vehicles or would have paid significantly less for them 

than they actually paid. 

253. Pursuant to RCW § 19.86.090, Plaintiff  seeks actual damages and 

treble damages of up to three times the amount of actual damages on behalf of 

himself and Washington Class members. 

254. Plaintiff also seeks equitable relief, including an injunction, as the court 

deems necessary and proper. 

COUNT X 

Violations of the Michigan Consumer Protection Act 
Mich. Comp. Laws §§ 455.901 et seq. (“MCPA”) 

(On Behalf of Plaintiff  and the Michigan Class) 
255. Plaintiffs reallege and incorporate by reference the preceding 
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paragraphs as if fully set forth herein. 

256. Plaintiff  brings this claim on behalf of the Michigan Class 

under Oklahoma Law. 

257. Plaintiff and Honda are “persons” under the MCPA. Mich. Comp. Laws 

§ 455.902(d). 

258. Honda’s sale of Vehicles to Plaintiff and Michigan Class members is 

“trade or commerce” under the MCPA. Mich. Comp. Laws § 455.902(g). 

259. The MCPA lists 38 categories of practices that are considered unfair, 

unconscionable, or deceptive and unlawful under the statute. Mich. Comp. Laws § 

455.903. Honda’s conduct in selling the Vehicles while omitting or concealing the 

Defect constitutes as an unlawful practice in at least the following categories: 

a. “Representing that goods or services have sponsorship, 

approval, characteristics, ingredients, uses, benefits, or 

quantities that they do not have…” Mich. Comp. Laws § 

455.903(c); 

b. “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” Mich. Comp. Laws § 

455.903(e); 

c. “Failing to reveal a material fact, the omission of which tends 

to mislead or deceive the consumer, and which fact could not 

reasonably be known by the consumer” Mich. Comp. Laws § 

455.903(s); 

d. “Failing to reveal facts that are material to the transaction in 

light of representations of fact made in a positive manner” 

Mich. Comp. Laws § 455.903(cc). 

260. Had Plaintiff and the other Michigan Class members been aware of the 
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omitted and misrepresented facts, i.e., that the Vehicles they purchased and leased 

were defective and would cost them several hundreds of dollars when the wiring 

harnesses failed, Plaintiff and the other Class members would not have purchased 

and leased the Vehicles or would have paid significantly less for them than they 

actually paid. 

261. Pursuant to Mich. Comp. Laws § 455.911(4), Plaintiff  seeks 

damages on behalf of himself and Michigan Class members. 

262. Plaintiff also seeks equitable relief, including an injunction, as the court 

deems necessary and proper. 

PRAYER FOR RELIEF 

 WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs, on behalf of themselves and members of the 

proposed classes, pray for judgment as follows: 
 

a) Certification of the classes under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 23; 
 

b) Appointment of Plaintiffs as representatives of classes and their counsel 
as class counsel;  
 

c) Compensatory and other damages for economic and non-economic 
damages; 
 

d) An award of restitution and/or disgorgement; 
 

e) An injunction requiring Defendants to cease and desist from engaging 
in the alleged wrongful conduct and to engage in a corrective 
advertising campaign; 
 

f) Statutory pre-judgment and post-judgment interest on any amounts; 
 

g) Payment of reasonable attorneys’ fees and recoverable litigation 
expenses as may be allowable under applicable law; and 
 

h) Such other relief as the Court may deem just and proper. 

JURY DEMAND 

 Plaintiffs demand a trial by jury on all causes of action so triable. 

Case    Document 34   Filed 11/12/21   Page 65 of 66   Page ID #:



 

   
SECOND AMENDED CLASS ACTION COMPLAINT 

 

- 65 - 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

Dated: November 12, 2021  Respectfully submitted,   
  

 
   By:  /s/ Robert R. Ahdoot    

ROBERT R. AHDOOT (SBN 172098) 
rahdoot@ahdootwolfson.com 
TINA WOLFSON (SBN 174806) 
twolfson@ahdootwolfson.com 
THEODORE MAYA (SBN 223242) 
tmaya@ahdootwolfson.com 
AHDOOT & WOLFSON, PC 
2600 W. Olive Avenue, Suite 500  
Burbank, California 91505 
Telephone: (310) 474-9111  
Facsimile: (310) 474-8585 

 
ANDREW W. FERICH (pro hac vice) 
aferich@ahdootwolfson.com 
AHDOOT & WOLFSON, PC 
201 King of Prussia Road, Suite 650 
Radnor, PA 19087 
Telephone: (310) 474-9111 
Facsimile: (310) 474-8585 
 
BEN BARNOW (pro hac vice) 
b.barnow@barnowlaw.com 
ANTHONY PARKHILL  
(pro hac vice to be filed) 
aparkhill@barnowlaw.com 
BARNOW AND ASSOCIATES, P.C. 
205 W. Randolph Street, Suite 1630 
Chicago, IL  60606 
Telephone: (312) 261-2000 

 
Attorneys for Plaintiffs  and the Proposed 
Class 
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COUNTERMEASURE 
CONTROL#

RESPONSIBLE SITE AND DEPARTMENT Rank

HNA18071902 ADC                         NA Market Quality A

INFORMATION SOURCE Problem Definition ID CBU Category

QIC PDHNA180719011 DENSO

Supplier Affected Model RESPONSIBLE DPT ISSUE 
DATE

DELPHI ELECTRONICS AND 
SAFETY 

HMA-RIDGELINE 10/1/2018

Market Information Issuer Lead Quality Investigator Investigator Team THEME UP DATE

Halley  Ackley Norman Ruger NA Denso 7/19/2018

Title

17-19M Ridgeline Rear Camera Inop - Tailgate Harness Failure

Customer Complaint

Customers complain of rear camera inop (black screen).

Dealer Repair

Dealers finding broken wires in tailgate wiring harness, specifically at articulation point shown in picture.Replace tailgate wiring 
harness.

Finish Date 1st COUNTERMEASURE 
APPLICATION DATE

C/M Target Date

8/20/2018 2/25/2019

Market Data Investigation

Defect rates are: 17M KA 0.069% @ 25 months, KC 0.453% @ 23 months &amp; 18M KC 0.433% @ 10 months. Ave DTF 17M 
424, 18M 177, Ave MTF 17M 22,780, 18M 9,246, Ave Claim cost 17M $211, 18M $217, Total Cost 17M $14,538, 18M $2,387.

QIS Rank Change B--&gt;A on 9/27/18 based on outflow to 19M.  DAS MQD-HAM-FRAME-1924

Investigation Cause Analysis

Design

Auto Development Center Issued By HRAO

QUALITY IMPROVEMENT SHEET (Q.I.S.)

QIS # : 1 of 5



<Complaint> Customer is complaining rear camera is inop. Dealers are finding the tailgate wiring harness is broken at the pivot 
point of the tailgate.

<Problem Scope/Warranty> 
Factories: HMA
Models: Ridgeline
Model years: 2017 and 2018
Claim Quantity: 108 (92 Claims for 2017 and 16 Claims for 2018)

<Part Analysis> 
16 tailgate harnesses analyzed.  15/16 show the corrugate tube has pulled out from the harness protector, leaving the wires 
exposed to the zip tie. All 15 have wires cut at the location of the zip tie.
Additionally, 13/15 did not have correct Z-tape applied at the failure location as specified by the drawing.

<Initial Investigation>
136 Untitled Ridgelines were investigated for corrugate tube position in the harness protector. 97/136 were deemed NTF due to the 
corrugate tube being mostly inserted into the harness protector. 39/136 were deemed suspect due to the minimal length of 
corrugate tube into the harness protector. 

92 incoming tailgate harnesses were investigated at HMA for corrugate tube positioning. 71/92 were deemed NTF due to the 
corrugate tube being more than 15 mm past the protector and the corrugate tube following the shape of the protector. 21/92 were 
deemed suspect due to the corrugate tube being less than 15 mm past the corrugate tube and the corrugate not following the 
shape of the protector.

The harness protector has a rib on the inside that is made to engage with the corrugate tube. When this rib is properly engaged 
against the corrugate, with a zip tie installed through the protector, the tube will follow the shape of the protector. With proper 
engagement of the r b the corrugate will not come out of the protector. MQ deems the corrugate tube positioning the root cause of 
this issue.

<Judgment>
APTIV (the harness supplier) designed the harness protector and informed the design intent to APTIV manufacturing side. APTIV 
manufacturing was responsible for creating the board/process to consistently build the harness to follow the shape of the protector 
and engage the rib.  The manufacturing variation found during healthy part checks indicates the manufacturing process is not 
robust enough to ensure parts are assembled correctly.  QIS will be issued to PWG to address the supplier manufacturing concern.

<Judgment update>
Initially caused analysis was judged and approved as supplier mfg concern on 9/25/2018 and now on 11/7/2019 it is being revised 
to Design.  Design concern due to the harness failures from testing on actual vehicles but passed PV test.
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COUNTERMEASURE 
CONTROL#

RESPONSIBLE SITE AND DEPARTMENT Rank

HNA19121302 ADC                         NA Market Quality A

INFORMATION SOURCE Problem Definition ID CBU Category

A-rank PDHNA180719011 DENSO

Supplier Affected Model RESPONSIBLE DPT ISSUE 
DATE

HMA-RIDGELINE 1/21/2020

Market Information Issuer Lead Quality Investigator Investigator Team THEME UP DATE

Bob  Voyles Norman Ruger NA Denso 12/13/2019

Title

17-19M Ridgeline Rear Camera Inop - Tailgate Harness Corrugated Tube Break

Customer Complaint

Customers are complaining about the rear camera not working.

Dealer Repair

Dealers repair by replacing the tailgate harness.

Finish Date 1st COUNTERMEASURE 
APPLICATION DATE

C/M Target Date

11/8/2019 7/29/2020

Market Data Investigation

Approved DAS MQD-HAM-FRAME-2089
137 Warranty parts were analyzed and 3 had the Corrugated tube secured into the harness protector but broken near the end of 
the protector. This was seen in 2/3 of the MQ recreation tests related to a previous QIS and is a new failure mode.

Investigation Cause Analysis

<Market Situation> Affects 2017-2019 Ridgeline
Customers are complaining about the rear camera not working. Back-up required per FVMSS regulation on 19M.

<Warranty parts analysis> 
137 Warranty parts were analyzed
134/137 had the Corr tube come out of the harness protector leaving the wires to over bending. This is the failure mode of the 
supplier manufacturing defect (HNA18071902).
3/137 had the Corr tube secured into the harness protector but broken near the end of the protector. This was seen in 2/3 of the 
MQ recreation testing, and is a new failure mode.

<Initial Investigation> 
MQ did testing on 3 samples to recreate the harness breaking due to the supplier manufacturing issue (HNA18071902). 
1/3 was a sample with worst case supplier variation. This sample recreated the market failure of the Corr tube coming out the 
wires breaking.
1/3 was a sample with suspect supplier variations. This sample broke the Corr tube then the wire.
1/3 was a post CM part built to spec. This sample broke the Corr tube and the wire.

<Concern> 
3/137 warranty parts have a broken corr tube.
2/3 C/M parts failed market recreation test due to corr tube breaking.
20MY Shoken vehicle failed due to corr tube breaking and leaving the wires exposed to over bending. 20MY has more circuits and 
a new clip on the body side but the same routing as the 17-19 MY.

<Judgement> 
Judge corr tube breaking as design concern.

Design

Auto Development Center Issued By HRAO

QUALITY IMPROVEMENT SHEET (Q.I.S.)

QIS # : 1 of 3





Service Action Report Service Bulletin Number After Service Part Number

AH - Export

Sales Division Engineer Sold Product Treatment Product Treatment Part Stock Change

Service Action Report Service Bulletin Number After Service Part Number

CH

Sales Division Engineer Sold Product Treatment Product Treatment Part Stock Change

Service Action Report Service Bulletin Number After Service Part Number

Part Number List Part Group/Subgroup List

32109 -  HARN, TAILGATE HARNESS - 

QIS # : 3 of 3











SPECIFICATION 

SPEC,WIRE HARN 

REFERENCE 

NAME 

DWG.  NO. 1 

39 DATE DR CHK 

WIRE HARN 

REVISION RECORD 



DWG. NO. 2 

39 



DWG. NO. 3 

39 



DWG. NO. 4 

39 



DWG. NO. 5 

39 



DWG. NO. 6 

39 



DWG. NO. 7 

39 



DWG. NO. 8 

39 



DWG. NO. 9 

39 



DWG. NO. 10 

39 



DWG. NO. 11 

39 



DWG. NO. 12 

39 



DWG. NO. 13 

39 



DWG. NO. 14 

39 



DWG. NO. 15 

39 



DWG. NO. 16 

39 



DWG. NO. 17 

39 



DWG. NO. 18 

39 



DWG. NO. 19 

39 



DWG. NO. 20 

39 



DWG. NO. 21 

39 



DWG. NO. 22 

39 



DWG. NO. 23 

39 



DWG. NO. 24 

39 



DWG. NO. 25 

39 



DWG. NO. 26 

39 

 

 

 

  

            

    



DWG. NO. 27 

39 



DWG. NO. 28 

39 



DWG. NO. 29 

39 



DWG. NO. 30 

39 



DWG. NO. 31 

39 



DWG. NO. 32 

39 



DWG. NO. 33 

39 



DWG. NO. 34 

39 

     

 

 

    

 

 

  

 

  

  

 

  

 

  

 
 

 

 



DWG. NO. 35 

39 



DWG. NO. 36 

39 



DWG. NO. 37 

39 



DWG. NO. 38 

39 



DWG. NO. 39 

39 












