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FILED

17 JAN 11 AM 11:29

KING COUNTY
SUPERIOR COURT CLERK
E-FILED
CASE NUMBER: 16-2-23154-3 KN

Honorable Brian D. Gain

IN THE SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF WASHINGTON
IN AND FOR KING COUNTY

GURSHARAN LADDI, HARVINDER CASE NO. 16-2-23154-3 KNT
SINGH, and JASVIR KAUR each on behalf
of himself/ herself, and all others similarly FIRST AMENDED CLASS
situated, ACTION COMPLAINT
Plaintiffs,
VS.

SORAYA MOTOR CO., ARIANNA MOTOR
COMPANY, INC., and HOOMAN H.
BODAGHI, a.k.a. and d/b/a HINSHAW'S
HONDA, GREEN RIVER LEASING,
HONDA OF AUBURN, HOOMAN HONDA,
HOOMAN MOTORS GROUP, PAUL
HINSHAW ACURA, HOOMAN ACURA,;
and AMERICAN HONDA FINANCE
CORPORATION,

Defendants.

Plaintiffs complain as follows on behalf of themselves and all other
similarly situated customers of Defendants:
NATURE OF THE CASE
1. Plaintiffs, customers of Defendants, have been the victims of unfair,
deceptive acts or practices, frauds, misrepresentations, breaches of contract,

FIRST AMENDED CLASS ACTION COMPLAINT -1 i i
Harish Bharti, Esq.

BHARTI LAW GROUP, PLLC
6701 37th Ave NWa Seattle, WA 98117
Ph: (206) 789-4556m Fax: 1 (866) 664-0667
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violations of the Consumer Protection Act, violations of the duty of good faith and
fair dealing, and other wrongful acts and practices committed by Defendants in
the course of transactions involving the Defendants’ automobile dealerships.
Over two-thirds (2/3) of the Plaintiffs are residents of the State of Washington,
and the primary Defendants are residents of the State of Washington.
Defendants charged Plaintiffs for three products that were never actually
furnished to Plaintiffs.

2. First, Defendants charge each and every customer a mandatory fee of
$500 to $600 for a “PRO PAK” but, in actuality, they do not provide the
customers with any additional product or service in exchange for this added-on
fee. It is a false charge intended to inflate Defendants’ profits without providing
any utility or compensation to Plaintiffs. No Pro Pak or other product is ever
installed on customers’ cars despite the charge for this supposed product. The
charge appears under “DEALER-ADDED EQUIPMENT AND SERVICES” on the
label affixed to the window of every new car that is sold to consumers.
Defendants misrepresent that they have added on a new piece of “equipment
and services” when, in fact, they have not. Defendants do not allow customers to
decline this Pro Pak and impose the charge uniformly upon all customers. Even
Defendants’ own employees do not know what Pro Pak is supposed to mean
because it is never explained by management what it is supposed to be.

3. Second, Defendants charge their customers for 3M protection but do not

actually install the 3M protection on their cars. 3M protection is a clear coating
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that goes on the hood and front bumper of a car, if requested by a customer, and
protects the vehicle. It can be ascertained whether, or not, 3M coating is on a
vehicle because there is a discernable line on the vehicle if it has been applied.
For Plaintiffs, it can be ascertained by a trained eye that the coating was never
installed. One of Defendants’ own employees regularly checked all of the
vehicles on the lot and determined that none of the vehicles had the 3M coating
although they were all sold to customers who were charged for 3M coating that
was hot installed.

4. Third, Defendants charge all of their customers for new car detail but do
not actually provide new car detail. All new vehicles automatically come with
new car detail, which refers to a cleaning, that is part of the Manufacturer’s
Suggested Retail Price and should not be treated as an optional add-on product.
Therefore, by charging customers an additional fee for a service that was already
incorporated into the MSRP, Defendants over-charge their customers and violate
their legal rights.

5. All three of these products, although not actually furnished to Plaintiffs, are
part of the amount financed by Plaintiffs through Defendants, in violation of
disclosure requirements of the Washington Consumer Protection Act since they
are financed but not provided. Customers lose hundreds of dollars, each, due to
these false charges imposed by Defendants. Defendants earn pure profit from

these false charges, as much as $1,000 from each customer, for products that
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they never actually furnish. Indeed, these charges are a critical part of
Defendants’ plan for making a gross profit on all vehicle sales and leases.

I. CLASS REPRESENTATIVE PLAINTIFFS

6. On February 6, 2016, Plaintiff Gursharan Laddi, a resident of Kent,
Washington, leased from Hinshaw’s Honda a new 2016 Honda Accord Sedan.
Plaintiff Gursharan Laddi was charged $500 to $600 for Pro Pak that was never
furnished; charged for new car detail that was never furnished (as a separate
product, apart from the automatic cleaning that is part of the MSRP) or disclosed
to her; and charged $999 for a “3M FULL KIT,” as noted on the paperwork that
came with her vehicle, that was not furnished. She did not give her consent to
purchase any of these three products. Defendants did not give her an option to
decline any of these three products. She was charged for products that she
never received.

7. On February 19, 2016, Plaintiff Harvinder Singh, a resident of Kent,
Washington, purchased from Hinshaw’s Honda in Auburn, Washington a new
2016 Honda Accord Sedan from Defendants for the Total Sale Price of
$31,716.40. Defendants charged him for 3M; Pro Pak; and new car detail. None
of these products, although add-ons, is listed on his Retail Sale Installment
Contract. Mr. Singh did not give his consent to purchase any of these three
products. Defendants did not give him an option to decline any of these three
products. None of these products was disclosed or itemized in the list of charges

on the Retail Installment Sale contract. These products were not actually
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furnished to him even though he paid for them.

8.  Plaintiff Jasvir Karu is a resident of Kent, Washington in King County. On
February 6, 2016, Plaintiff Jasvir Kaur leased a new Honda Accord Sedan, 2016
model, from Hinshaws Honda. When customers lease a new vehicle, they have
the right to choose optional add-ons for the vehicle or to decline them. Despite
the fact that Mr. Kaur never gave his consent to purchase these add-on products,
Defendants charged him $999 for “3M FULL KIT” according to the documentation
that was given to him; $399 for new car detail that was not disclosed on the
paperwork; and $599 for Pro Pak that was not disclosed on the paperwork. Mr.
Kaur did not actually receive any of these three products. Upon information and
belief, the 3M and Pro Pak were never installed on his car or on any new car
purchased during the Class period. Mr. Kaur did not give his consent to
purchase any of these products. Defendants did not give him an option to
decline any of these products. The Pro Pak and 3M were charged to Mr. Kaur
but these charges were not disclosed on his paperwork.

9. The Plaintiffs bring this Complaint on their own behalf and on behalf of a
Class of similarly situated customers of the Defendants who purchased or leased
vehicles, all of which contained charges for these products that were never
actually furnished. Plaintiffs bring these claims, in their representative capacity,
on behalf of an entire Class and any subclasses that the Court may deem
suitable or necessary for prosecution of these claims.

10. The Plaintiff Class Representatives file this complaint and institute these

FIRST AMENDED CLASS ACTION COMPLAINT - 5 . .
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proceedings under the provisions of the Washington Consumer Protection Act,
RCW 19.86 et seq and other provisions of the laws of the State of Washington,
and CR 23.

11. Plaintiffs have each purchased/ leased, or otherwise acquired one or more
automobiles or other vehicles from Defendants within the four years before the
commencement of this action.

12. The Class includes all persons who purchased, leased, or otherwise
acquired automobiles and other vehicles from Defendants, its affiliates, and its
subsidiaries during the four years before Plaintiffs commenced this action.

Il. DEFENDANTS

13. Defendants are auto dealers and manufacturers doing business in King
County, Washington. One man, Hooman Boghani, operates a complicated
network of corporations and d/b/a names through which he sells vehicles and
charges customers for products that they never receive.

14. Defendant Soraya Motor Co. is registered in Washington as an active for-
profit corporation with UBI Number 600133432 and with Registered Agent Vera
Casson at 2605 Auburn Way North, Auburn, WA 98071-1758, which is in King
County. Hooman Bodaghi is listed as the Chairman, Director, President, and
Secretary of Soraya Motor Co. in documentation on file with the Washington
Secretary of State. Upon information and belief, Soraya Motor Co. is the alter
ego of Bodaghi, and it does not follow corporate formalities. Soraya is the first

name of a relative of Hooman H. Bodaghi. In other words, Bodaghi named

FIRST AMENDED CLASS ACTION COMPLAINT -6 . .
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Soraya Motor Co. after one of his own personal relatives.

15. Defendant Hinshaw's Honda is not registered as a corporation in
Washington and is likely the d/b/a name of Soraya Motor Co., Hooman H.
Bodaghi, and/or Arianna Motor Company, Inc. Hinshaw’s Honda operates at
2595 Auburn Way North, Auburn, WA 98002 and/or 2605 Auburn Way North,
Auburn, WA 98002, both addresses of which are in King County.

16. Defendant Hooman H. Bodaghi is the owner of Arianna Motor Company,
Inc. d/b/a Hooman Acura and Soraya Motor Co. His address is 94 Island
Boulevard Fi, Fox Island, WA 98333-9704 in Pierce County. He is registered as
“ALL Officers” and Registered Agent for Arianna Motor Company, Inc. He
named his companies, Soraya and Arianna, after female relatives by the same
names. Plaintiffs have made multiple attempts to serve the original Class Action
Complaint upon Bodaghi without success due to his evasiveness. Over the
course of 20 days, five different attempts at service were made without success.
A process server was told that Bodaghi “is very rarely” at his place of business.
Individuals at the place of service would not tell a process server when a better
time for service might be.

17. Defendant Arianna Motor Company, Inc. d/b/a Hooman Acura is registered
in Washington with UBI Number 600631141 and an address for the Registered
Agent of 5955 20" Street E, Fife, WA 98424. Arianna appears to be the first
name of Bodaghi’s relative, Arianna F Bodaghi, who is roughly 15 years younger.

The owner of Arianna Motor Company, Inc. is Hooman Bodaghi and the
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president is Duane Hinshaw. In other words, Bodaghi named Arianna Motor
Company, Inc. after one of his personal relatives. The company has annual
sales of $2.1 million. It operates in the industry of New and Used Car Dealers
with SIC 5511 and among New Car Dealers with NAIC 441110. A URL
associated with Arianna Motor Co. is HINSHAWSHONDA.COM. The Registered
Agent is Hooman Bodaghi, 5955 20™ Street East, Fife, WA 98424, as registered
with the Washington Secretary of State, and Bodaghi is also registered as “ALL
Officers” for this company. Upon information and belief, the company does not
follow corporate formalities and it is the alter ego of Bodaghi.

18. Defendant American Honda Finance Corporation (“Honda Finance”)
provides the financing for vehicles sold or leased by Defendants to the Plaintiffs
and their Class members. Honda Finance knows or should know that all of the
customers are misled and improperly charged. Honda Finance knows, for
instance, that it is improper for Defendants to charge Plaintiffs for new car detail
since all new cars are automatically cleaned and a charge for such service is
incorporated into the MSRP so it should not be added on as an additional cost.
Honda Finance can also see that the three improper charges, imposed by
Defendants, are not properly disclosed on the Retail Installment Contract and
other paperwork in violation of the Washington Consumer Protection Act. Honda
Finance reviewed the paperwork to approve each loan and profited from the
misconduct of the other Defendants.

19. Honda Finance’s business address is 20800 Madrona Avenue, Torrance,

FIRST AMENDED CLASS ACTION COMPLAINT - 8 . .
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CA 90503-4915. It is registered with the California Secretary of State with Entity
Number C0951492 at the same address. The Agent for Service of Process is C
T Corporation System, 818 W 7" St, Suite 930, Los Angeles, CA 90017. Honda
Finance approves loan financing for Plaintiffs and Class members even though it
knows or should know that the documentation fails to disclose add-on products
that are part of the amount financed. Honda Finance is aware of the MSRP for
each vehicle and can see that the final price charged includes add-on costs that
are not disclosed and which raise the final prices above the MSRPs.

20. Defendants are liable for the wrongful acts of their agents and employees
where said wrongful acts are committed in the course and scope of agencies or
employments.

21. Plaintiffs reserve the right to amend the pleadings to add names of other, or
successor, corporations, as discovered, as well as to add a claim for piercing the
corporate veil, naming responsible parties individually and as marital
communities, as cause to do so is discovered.

lll. JURISDICTION

22. The Class Representatives file this complaint and institute these
proceedings under the provisions of the Washington Consumer Protection Act,
RCW 19.86 and other laws of the State of Washington.

23. The Defendants have engaged in the conduct set forth in this Class Action
Complaint primarily in King County.

24. This court has subject matter jurisdiction pursuant to RCW 2.08.010.

FIRST AMENDED CLASS ACTION COMPLAINT -9 . .
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25. This court has personal jurisdiction over Defendants who operate their
businesses and misconduct within this jurisdiction.

IV. VENUE

26. Venue is proper in King County pursuant to RCW 4.12.020 and 4.12.025,
and applicable Court Rules because Defendants transact business in King
County and the misconduct described in this Class Action Complaint occurs
within King County at Hinshaw’s Honda address on Auburn Way North where
consumers are charged for products that are never actually furnished to them.
V. FACTS

27. Upon information and belief, the Defendants, and each of them, routinely
engaged in scams to unjustly increase their profits at the expense of automobile
purchasers and consumers, and each of the Plaintiffs have been harmed by one
or more of the defendants’ scams.

28. Upon information and belief, Defendants fraudulently add improper charges
for products that re never actually furnished to Plaintiffs including: (1) 3M
protection for $199: (2) Pro Pak for $500 to $600; and (3) new car detail.
Plaintiffs are forced to pay for these products even though they do not request
them. The charges are not fully disclosed and consent is not obtained by
Defendants for these add-on products that, in reality, are supposed to be optional
products that customers may choose to purchase.

29. Plaintiff Kaur did not request any of these three products but he was

charged for all three when he leased a Honda Accord form Hinshaw’s Honda.
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Harish Bharti, Esq.

BHARTI LAW GROUP, PLLC
6701 37th Ave NW Seattle, WA 98117
Ph: (206) 789-4556m Fax: 1 (866) 664-0667




Case 2:17-cv-00287-JCC Document 1-2 Filed 02/22/17 Page 11 of 35



Case 2:17-cv-00287-JCC Document 1-2 Filed 02/22/17 Page 12 of 35



Case 2:17-cv-00287-JCC Document 1-2 Filed 02/22/17 Page 13 of 35



Case 2:17-cv-00287-JCC Document 1-2 Filed 02/22/17 Page 14 of 35



Case 2:17-cv-00287-JCC Document 1-2 Filed 02/22/17 Page 15 of 35



Case 2:17-cv-00287-JCC Document 1-2 Filed 02/22/17 Page 16 of 35



Case 2:17-cv-00287-JCC Document 1-2 Filed 02/22/17 Page 17 of 35



Case 2:17-cv-00287-JCC Document 1-2 Filed 02/22/17 Page 18 of 35



Case 2:17-cv-00287-JCC Document 1-2 Filed 02/22/17 Page 19 of 35



Case 2:17-cv-00287-JCC Document 1-2 Filed 02/22/17 Page 20 of 35



Case 2:17-cv-00287-JCC Document 1-2 Filed 02/22/17 Page 21 of 35



Case 2:17-cv-00287-JCC Document 1-2 Filed 02/22/17 Page 22 of 35



Case 2:17-cv-00287-JCC Document 1-2 Filed 02/22/17 Page 23 of 35



Case 2:17-cv-00287-JCC Document 1-2 Filed 02/22/17 Page 24 of 35



Case 2:17-cv-00287-JCC Document 1-2 Filed 02/22/17 Page 25 of 35



Case 2:17-cv-00287-JCC Document 1-2 Filed 02/22/17 Page 26 of 35



Case 2:17-cv-00287-JCC Document 1-2 Filed 02/22/17 Page 27 of 35



Case 2:17-cv-00287-JCC Document 1-2 Filed 02/22/17 Page 28 of 35



Case 2:17-cv-00287-JCC Document 1-2 Filed 02/22/17 Page 29 of 35



Case 2:17-cv-00287-JCC Document 1-2 Filed 02/22/17 Page 30 of 35



Case 2:17-cv-00287-JCC Document 1-2 Filed 02/22/17 Page 31 of 35



Case 2:17-cv-00287-JCC Document 1-2 Filed 02/22/17 Page 32 of 35



Case 2:17-cv-00287-JCC Document 1-2 Filed 02/22/17 Page 33 of 35



Case 2:17-cv-00287-JCC Document 1-2 Filed 02/22/17 Page 34 of 35



Case 2:17-cv-00287-JCC Document 1-2 Filed 02/22/17 Page 35 of 35



