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po‘sv‘er,‘_rcliability, and fuel efﬁciency of diesel that Plaintiff relied upon. Plaintiff and each Fort;l
- Subelass Member have suffered concrete injury as a direct and proximate result of 'Defendants’ .
T cendtlet,- aml would not have pt:rehased the Class Vehiele and would have paid less for it, had
chertdahts not concealed 'th-e CP4 fuel ‘inject'ion'system defects. l’laihtiﬁ’s and each l’ord
' Subclass Metnher’s ascertainable losses. inelulde’ but are not limited to, a high premium for the -
l‘ engmc comparcd to what thcy would havc pald for a gas-powered englne, out-of-pocket losses’ '
by overpaymg for the vehleles at ‘the timeé of- purchase, and future attempted repairs, future .
addltlonal fuel costs dccreascd performancc of the vchlcles and dnmlmshed value of the‘
~ vehlcles Plamtlff brmgs his claims mdmdually and asa representatlve of the RICO Class and
the Ford Subclass . . : _ . ' |
| e . 17.'_ Plamnff—(for the purposc of th|s paragraph “Plamtnft”) is a citizen
of the State of Florlda, and domlcllcd in Jacksonv:lle, Flonda. In or around Novcmbcr of 2016, |
R Plamtlff purchased a 2016 Ford Pickup, VIN lFT7W2BT60- (for the purpose of thls
»'»paragraph, the “Class Vehlcle”), from Murray Ford of Starkc in Starke, Florida. Prior to
: purchasmg the Class Vehlcle, Plamtnff was lookmg for a car that was durable, powerful rellable,
and could obtain the hlgh mileage per gallqn of a dlcscl vehlcle.. Although. P_lamt!ff was
. considering othei'r vehlcles, Plaintiff .settle'_d on the vehicle'l because Plai_ntlff relied ~upen - the
Vehicle 'Manufacturer Defendants’ claims totitihé the vehiclc’s durability, eﬁ'iciericy, fuel
e_‘c‘o‘r’lqmy,. power and perfortnanee of the engine. These tepresentations, in combination with the
aclvertised fuel .efﬁcieney and performance, the representation that the vehicle would retain all of
its l)fomiscd -fuel ecconomy and performance throl.nghout its useful life, and the vehicle’s
reputation for mamtammg a high resale value, induced Plaintiff to purchase the Class Vehicle.

Unbeknownst to Plaintiff, at the time of acqulsmon, the Class Vchlclc contained a defective CP4
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~ fuel injeetion system that was not suitable foi' American vehicles and which deceived American
consuniers; Conseqdentlji, the vehicle could not deliver the advertised combination of durability, -
powee relial;ility, and fuel efﬁciency of diesel that Plaintiff relied upon. Plaintiff and each Ford
~ Subclass Member have suffered concrete injury as a direct and proxnmate result of Defendants’
conduet, and would not have purchased the Class Vehlcle and would have paid less for it, had
' Defendants not conceeled the CP4 fuel injection system defects Plamtnﬁ‘s and each Ford
Subclass Member s ascertamable losses mclude but are not hmlted to, a high premlum for the
‘engme compared o what they would have pald for a gas-powered engine, out-of-pocket losses
'-‘by overpaying for the vehicles at the time of purchase, and future attempted repairs, future
. additionel fuel costs, deereased perfomiance of the vehicles, and diminished value of the
Vehicles. Plaintiff brings his cleims itidividuelly aﬁd as a representaﬁve of the RICO Class ‘and
the Ford Subclass. ’ |
18. - Plaintiff -for the purpose of this paragraph, ‘;Plaintil‘f") isa ciﬁz&n of |
the State of Florida, and domiciled m Parklend, F loride. In or around Ootober of .2018, Plaintiff |
purchased a 2018 Ford Pickup, VIN 1IFT7W2BT | (for the purpose of this paragraph,
. the “Class Vehicle”), from l’lattner Ford in Labelle,' Florida. Prior to pukchasing the Class
" Vehicle, Plaintiff was lookmg for a car that was durable powerful, reliable, and could obtain the
high mileage per gallon of a diesel vehicle Although Plaintiff was consndermg other vehicles,
Plaintiﬁ' settled on the vehicle becaus_e Plaintiff relied upon- the Vehicle Manufacturer
Defeﬁdants’ claims touling .the vehicle’s durability, .efﬁciency, fuel economy, 'power and
performance of the engine. These representations, in combination with the advertised fuel
efficiency and performance, the representation that the vehicle would retain all of its promised

. fuel economy and performance throughout its useful life, and the vehicle’s reputation for
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niainmining a high resale value, induced Plaintiff to purchase the Class Vehicle. Unbeknownst .
to Plaintiff at the time of acquisition, the Class Vehicle contained a defective CP4.ﬁ1el injection
system that was not suitable for American vehicles and which deceived Amencan CONSUMers.
Consequently, the vehicle could not deliver the advertlsed combination of durability, power,
reliability, and fuel efficiency of diesel that Plaintiff relied upon. Plamtlﬂ' and cach Ford
Subclass Member has suffered concrete mJury as a dlrect and proxnmate result of Defendants’
conduct, and would not have purchased the Class Vehlcle and would have pald less for it, had -
| Defendants not concealed the CP4 fuel injection system defects. Plaintiff’s and each Ford
.. ‘Subclass .'l\dember’s ascertainable losses include, l)ut-are‘ not limited to, a high premium for tne
engine compared to what they would have pald for a gasfpowered engine, 'out-of-pocket losses .
By overpaying for the vehicles at the time of ‘purchase, and future aftempted repairs, ful:ure
additional fuel costs, decreased perfon'nance of t}ie vehicles, and diminished value of the
vehicles. Plamtiﬁ' bnngs his claims mdmdually and asa representatlve of the RICO Class and
theFordSubclass ; SRR o . - '
,'1 9. * Plaintiff _for the purpose of this paragraph “Plamtift") is _—
-a cltizen of the State of Flonda, and domlciled in Sebastlan F lorlda ln or around August of
2018, Plaintiff purchased a 2018 Ford Pickup, VIN 1FT7W,2BTXJ.-fo-_r the purpose of -
ihis paragraph, the ;‘Class Vehicle”), from Sunrise ford in Fort Pierce,. Florich. Prior to
purchasing the Class Vehicle, Plaintiff was looking for a car that was durable, powerful, reliable,
and could obtain'the high mileage per gallon of a diesel vehicle. Although Plaintiff was
considering other vehicles, Plaintiff settled on the vehicle because P]aintifi' relied upon the
Vehicle Manufacturer Defendants’ claims touting the vehicle’s durability, efficiency, fuel

economy, power and performance of the engine. These representations; in combination with the
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. advertlsed fuel efficiency and performance, the rcpresentation. that the vehicle would retain all of
its promised fuel econotny and performance throughout its useﬁll life,’ and the vehicle’s
| ._ reputation for maintaining a high- resale value, induced Plaintiff to putchas'e the Class Vehiele.
Unbeknownst to Plaintiff, at the time of acqulsmon, the Class Vch:cle contained a defective CP4
fuel injection system that was not surtable for Amencan veh:cles and which deceived Amencan
eonsumers Consequently, the véhicle could not dehver the advertised combination of durablhty,
power, rehab:hty, and fuel effictency of d:ecel that Plaintiff relied upon. Plamtlﬂ' and each Ford - |
| Subclass Membcr have suffered concrete mjury as a direct and proximate result of Defendants’
conduct, and would not have pm'chased the Class Vehicle and would have patd less for it, had B
Defendants not cbncealed the CP4 fuel injeetion system defects. Plaintiff's and each Ford
Subclass Member s ascertamable losses include, but are not. limited to, a hlgh premmm for the
engme compared to what they would have paid for a gas-powered engme, out-of-poeket losses
by overpaymg for the vehtcles at the time o.f. purchase, and future attempted repan's, future

. additiohal fuel costs, deereased perforrr:anee of the vehicles, and diminished t/.alue of the

vehicles. Plamtlﬁ' brmgs his claims mdmdually and as a representatlve of the RICO Class and

| . theFord Subclass. . |
20.  Plaintiff _(for the purpose of this paragraph “l’laintiﬁ") is a
cmzen of the State of Florida, and domiciled in Sebastian, Florida. In or around August of 2018,

. Plaintiff purchased a 2018 Ford Plckup, VIN 1FT7W2BT7J'- (for the purpose of this
paragraph, the “Class Vehicle”), from Sunrise Ford in Forthlerce, Florida. Prior to purchasing
the Class Vehiele, Plaintiff was looking for.a car that was durable, powerful, rellable, and could
obtain the high mileage per gallon of a diesel vehicle. Although Plaintiff was considering et.her

vehicles, Pl_aintiﬂc settled on the vehicle because Plaintiff relied upon the Vehicle Manufacturer
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- . Defendants’ claims touting the vchiclc;s durability, eﬂlciency, fuel economy, power and
performance of the engine. These representatlons, in combination with the advertised fuel .
efficiency and performance, the representation that the vehicle would‘r,etain all of its promised -
fuel .economy and performance ,throniéhout its useful life, and the \(ehicle’s reputation‘ for
'rnalntaininé a high resale value, induced Plaintiff to purchase the Class Vehicle. VUnl)eknownst
to Plaintiﬁ‘ at the time of acquisltion the Class Vehicle contained a defective CP4 fuel 'mjection 4
system that was not suitable for American vehlcles and whlch decelved American consumers.
( Consequently, the vehlcle could not deliver the advertlsed combmauon of durablllty, power,
b:'rehablllty, and fuel eﬁ'lclency'of diesel tbat Plaintiff relied upon. Plamtlﬁ' and each Ford
Subclass Member have stxffered concrete injury as a direct and proximate result of Defendants’
| "cond'uet,' and would not have :ourchased the ‘Class' Vehicle and would have paid 'less for it, had
Defendants not concealed ‘the CP4 fuel mjectlon system defects Plamtlff’s and each Ford
| Subclass Member s ascertamable losses include, but are not limited to, a high premium for the
engme compared to what they would have paid for a gas-powered englne, out—of-pocket losses
| by OVerpaymg for the vehlcles at the tlme of purchase, and future attempted repalrs, future.
addltlonal fuel costs, decreased performance of the vehlcles, and diminished value of the
vehicles. Plaintiff brings his clauns mdwndually and as a representatlve of the RICO Class and
the Ford Subolass. | |
21.  Plaintiff _for the purposc of th|s paragraph “Plaintiff’) is -
a citizen of the State of Florida, and dormcnled in Vero Beach, Florida. In or around October of
2017, Plaintiff purchased a 2013 Ford Pickup, VIN | FT7WZBT2D-(for the purpose of
this paragraph, the “Class Vehicle™), from Vatland Chrysler Dodge leep Ram in Vero Beach,

Florida. Prior to purchasing the Class_ Vehicle, Plaintiff was looking for a car that was durable,
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pchrﬁxl_, reliable, and could obtain the high mileage per gallon of c diesel vehicle. Although |
. Plaintiff was considering other venicles, Plaintiff settled on the vehicle because Plaintiff relied
' :up.on'thc‘V'chicle Manufacttlrer'thfendants’ claims tcuting the vehicle’e'dumbility, efficiency,
fuel econoniy," power and perfcrmancc of the englne. ‘These repren_entations, in colnbinntion with
the advertice'd ﬁel efficiency and performance, tl1e representation'that the Ve_hicle woulcl retain
all of 1ts prdrnised fuel, econnmy and 'perfnrmnnce th.rou‘ghout its useful life, and the llehicle’s
o repufation for meiniaining a.hi.gh resale value, induced Plaintiff to purchase the Class Vehicle. k
Unbeknownst to Plaintiff, at the time of acquisition, the Claes Vehicle contained a clefective CP4 ,
- fuel m_lectlon system that was not suitable for Amencan vehlcles ‘and which decelved Amerlcan
. consumers. Consequently, the vehicle could not dellver the advertlsed combmatlon of durablllty,'
pdwer, rehnblllty, and fuel efficiency qf dlesel _that Plcmtlﬁ’ relied upon. Plaintiff ancl each Ford
Subclass Member hlave suffefcd concrete .injury as a clirect and pr(')x.imate result of Defendants’”
conduct, and would not have purchased the Class Vehicle and would have paid Iess for lt had
Defendants not concealed the CP4 fuel m_|ect10n system defects. Plamtlﬁ’s and each Ford
" Subclass-Member’s ascertainable 'lqsses include, but are not limited to, a hlgh, premlum.for the
“engine compared to what.tney would have paid for a. gcs-pcwered englne, 'out-of-po_cket losses
by overpaying for the vehlcles -at the time of purchase, and future attempted repairs, future
additioncl fuel costs, decreased performance of the vehicles, and diminished value of the
vehicles. Plaintiff brings his clairns individually and as ; representative of the RICO Class and
| the Ford Snbclass. | |
B. The Defendants

22, Defendant_ is a corporation organized and existing under the

laws of the Federal Republic of Germany, with its principal place of business at Robert Bosch
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17’.1. Accordmgly, Defendants are liable to P]amtlffs and other Class Members for
| damages in an amount to be proved at trial. |
, 178. Defendants’ acts'were done wantonly, maliciously, oppressively, detiberat'ely',
 with intent to defraud, and in reckless dlsregard of' Plamtlffs and other Class Members rlghts .
and the representatlons made by Defendants to them were made in order to ennch Defendants l
Defendants’ conduct warrants an assessment of pumtlve damages in an amount sufﬁc:ent to'

deter such conduct in the futune, whxch amount is to be determined accordlng to proof.

: COUN'I‘ m’
VIOLATIONS OF THE FLORIDA DECEPTIVE AND UNFAIR TRADE PRACTICES '
ACT (“FDUTPA”), :

(Fla. Stat, Ann. § 501.201, ef seq.)
" 179. . 'Ptaintiffs re;allege and incorporate Paragraphs 1 through‘ 107 as t_hough fully set
forth herein. | ‘ |
-180. Plamtlffs mtend to assert thlS Count mdmdually and on behalf of the Vehicle

‘ 'Manufacturer Subclasses against the Vehtcle Manufacturer Defendants. Specxﬁcally, _

' .Subclass against Fbrd and the Bosch Defendants. Plaintiff David Lettsome intends to assert this

Count mdlvtdually and on behalf of the FCA Subclass agamst FCA the Bosch Defendants and

VM Motori.
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