
















































































courts to construe claims for unjust enrichment under California law as quasi-contract claims.” In

reV ), Inc., Consi r Priv. Litig.,238 F. Su, , 3d 1204, 1233 (C.D. Cal. 2017) (citing 4stiana

v. Hain Celestial Grp., Inc., 783 F.3d 753, 762 (9th Cir. 2015)). Thus, the Court declines to dismiss
the California unjust enrichment claim and, instead, permits Plaint...., to maintain a claim in quasi-
contract under California law.

Therefore, the Court denies the Motion as to Count II.

e Express Wa 1ty and MMWA _.aims

The parties agree that “Plaintiffs’ MMWA claim stands or falls with their state-law
warranty claims.” ._.I. 47 at 20; see D.I. 54 at 20. FCA argues that the Court should dismiss
Plaintiffs’ re warranty cla  “for five reasons”: (1) The warranties “cover only ¢  :ts in
material, worl  inship, or factory preparation” and Plaintiffs allege “a defect in design,” D.I. 47
at 21; (2) the . warranty claims fail to “set forth facts showing any breach ocei  d[,]” D.L
47 at 22 (emphasis in original); (3) no express warranties or promises were made outside of the
written warranties, D.I. 47 at 22; (4) a four—or, in Florida, thre  -ear statute of limitations
applis 1. 47 at 23; and (5) Plaintiffs’ unconscionability cla 5 do not “create a breach where
one would not otherwise exist” and, instead, expand potential remedies for proven warranty
breaches, D.I. 47 at 23. Plaintiffs respond that they allege specific manufacturing defects, plead
sufficient facts to show breach of the express warranty, made timely claims, and allege facts to
support allegations “that the durational and mileage limitations of the written warranties are
unconscionable.” ._.I. 54 at 20-23.

First, FCA argues that the warranties do not cover design defects, that Plaintiffs plead a
design defect, and that Plaintiffs plead no facts that would show a manufacturing defect. D.I. 47
at21; D.I. 55 at 7-8. Plaintiffs respond that they plead both manufacturing and design defects and
that they may plead either. D.I. 54 at 20-21. Plaintiffs cite to seven paragraphs from the fact
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b in of 1 act « ect. While urt s
sympathetic to the concern that FCA has superior knowledge of any n  ufacturir - issues, the
..Jle 8 pleading standard requires more than a bare assertion that  inufacturing defects exist.
Thus, the Court finds that the portions of Plaintiffs’ Complaint to which Plaintiffs cite do not allege
sufficient facts to support a plausible allegation of a manufacturing defect.

I'™ A admits that Plaintiffs plead a design defect. See D.I. 47 at 21. The warranties at issue
cover " :cost of . 7" parts and labor needed to repair any item on your vehicle when it left the
manufacturing plant that is defective in material, workmanship or factory preparation” (the “Basic
Limited Warranty”) and “the cost of all parts and labor needed to repair a powertrain component
listed in section 2.4.E below that is defective in workmanship and materials” (the “Powertrain
Limited Warranty”). D.I. 47-1 §§ 2.1(B), 2.4(B). Plaintiffs argue that “factory preparation”
contair sufficient ambiguity to cover design defects. See D.I. 54 at 20. FCA disagrees. See D.I.
55 at 8. The warranties do not define “factory preparation.” The plain meaning of “preparation”
is “t action or process of making something ready for use or service” or “the action or process
of putting something together[.]”7 In this context, “factory preparation” refers to the manufacture
of an automobile in a factory. “A product: . .. is defective in design when the foreseeable risks of
harm posed by the product could have been reduced or avoided by the adoption of a reasonable
alternative design by the seller . . . and th[at] omission renders the product not reasonably safe
....7 See Restatement (Third) of Torts: Prod. Liab. § 2(b) (1998). Thus, the Court finds that
“factory preparation” would not include a design defect. Plaintiffs do not contest that a design

defect is not a defect in “workmanship” or “materials.” See D.I. 54 at 20-21.

7 Preparation, Merriam Webster’s Unabridged Dictionary (Accessed Jan. 23, 2023),
https://unabridged. merriam-webster.com/unabridged/preparation.
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE DISTRICT OF DELAWARE

ETIENNE MAUGAIN et al.,
Plaintiffs,
v. Civil Action No. 22-116-GBW
FCA USLLC,

Defendant.

ORDER
At Wilmington this :ﬁ\ day of February 2023:
For the reasons set forth in the Memorandurn Opinion issued this day, IT IS HEREBY
ORDERED that FCA’s Motion to Dismiss Plaintiffs’ First Amended Complaint (D.I. 46, the
“Motion”) is GRANTED-IN-PART and DENIED-IN-PART:

1. The Motion is GRANTED as to Counts I, III, IV, V, VII, VIII, X, XI, XIII, XIV, XV,
XVII, XVIII, XX, XXI, XXIII, XXIV, XXV, XXVI, XXVII, XXVIII, XXX, XXXI, and
XXXIII;

2. The Motion is DENIED as to Counts II, VI, IX, XII, XVI, XIX, XXII, XXIX, and XXXII;
and

3. CountsLIIL IV, V, VIIL, VIIL, X, XI, XIII, XIV, XV, XVII, X VIII, XX, XXI, XXIII, XXIV,
XXV, XXVI, XXVII, XXVIII, XXX, XXXI, and XXXIII are DISMISSED.

| ?ﬂm

GREGORY B. WILLIAMS
UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE




