




 
 
 
 
 
 

KRIS MAYES 
ATTORNEY GENERAL 

  
OFFICE OF THE ARIZONA ATTORNEY GENERAL 

Civil Litigation Division 
LESLIE KYMAN COOPER 

DIVISION CHIEF COUNSEL 
 

 
 

November 29, 2023 
 
Via U.S. Mail and E-Mail 
 
Robert Carey, Managing Partner 
Hagens Berman Sobol Shapiro LLP 
11 West Jefferson Street, Suite 1000 
Phoenix, AZ  85003 
rob@hbsslaw.com  
 

Re: Appointment as Outside Co-Counsel 
 
Dear Mr. Carey: 
 

Pursuant to the standard consumer protection contingency fee contract, AG23-
0009-006,  for outside counsel services in connection with consumer fraud and related 
civil actions between your firm and the State of Arizona ("Arizona" or "the State") and 
amendments thereto, we are retaining your firm. Your representation will be to assist 
the Arizona Attorney General's Office with the investigation and litigation of potential 
Consumer Fraud Action violations related to pricing, policies and procedures by 
Amazon, Inc., et al. (“Amazon”). The primary purpose of this representation, pursuant to 
the contingency fee contract, will be to enforce all applicable penalties available to the 
State, and obtain damages, costs of suit and investigation, attorney's fees, and any other 
appropriate and available remedies and relief.   
 

The effective date of appointment is November 29, 2023. If there is any reason you 
cannot provide legal services in connection with this matter pursuant to the enclosed 
contract, please notify me immediately so that other counsel may be appointed. 
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Section Chief Vince Rabago and Senior Litigation Counsel Stephen Emedi will be 

leading and overseeing this litigation. If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to 
contact me. 
 

Sincerely, 

 
Leslie Kyman Cooper  
Civil Litigation Division Chief 
 

LKC:dj  
cc: Cindy Palmer 

Vince Rabago 
Stephen Emedi 



 

AG23-0009-006 
Consumer Fraud and Related Civil Actions (Contingency Fee Only) 

AMENDMENT #3 

State of Arizona 
Office of the Attorney General 

Procurement Section 
2005 N Central Ave 

Phoenix, Arizona 85004 

 

1 | P a g e  
 

1. The purpose of this amendment is to extend Hagens Berman Sobol Shapiro LLP’s AGO Contract# AG23-0009-006 for 
an additional year in accordance with Special Terms & Conditions, paragraph 2.3.2 Term of Contract for Consumer 
Fraud and Related Civil Actions (Contingency Fee Only). The new contract expiration date shall be December 31, 2026. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

2. All other terms and conditions shall remain unchanged. 

* Signature below certifies receipt, understanding, and compliance with the provisions of this amendment. 

 

Office of the Arizona Attorney General 
Cindy Palmer 
Procurement Manager 
 
 
 
DATE: 

 
12/22/2025
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Hagens Berman is a leader in class-action litigation 

and an international law firm driven by a team of legal 

powerhouses. With a tenacious spirit, we are motivated 

to make a positive difference in people’s lives. 
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The Firm

Hagens Berman Sobol Shapiro LLP was founded in 1993 with one purpose: to help victims with claims 

of fraud and negligence that adversely impact a broad group. The firm initially focused on class action 

and other types of complex, multi-party litigation, but we have always represented plaintiffs, victims 

and the underdog. As the firm grew, it expanded its scope while staying true to its mission of taking 

on important cases that implicate the public interest. The firm represents plaintiffs including investors, 

consumers, inventors, workers, the environment, governments, whistleblowers and others.

OUR FOCUS. Our focus is to represent plaintiffs/victims in product liability, tort, antitrust, consumer 

fraud, sexual harassment, securities and investment fraud, employment, whistleblower, intellectual 

property, environmental, and employee pension protection cases. Our firm is particularly skilled at 

managing multi-state and nationwide class actions through an organized, coordinated approach 

that implements an efficient and aggressive prosecutorial strategy to place maximum pressure on 

defendants.

WE WIN. We believe excellence stems from a commitment to try each case, vigorously represent the 

best interests of our clients, and obtain the maximum recovery. Our opponents know we are determined 

and tenacious and they respect our skills and recognize our track record of achieving top results.

WHAT MAKES US DIFFERENT. We are driven to return to the class every possible portion of its 

damages—our track record proves it. While many class action or individual plaintiff cases result in large 

legal fees and no meaningful result for the client or class, Hagens Berman finds ways to return real 

value to the victims of corporate fraud and/or malfeasance. 

AN INTERNATIONAL REACH. The scope of our practice is truly nationwide. We have flourished 

through our network of offices in nine cities across the United States, including Seattle, Austin, 

Berkeley, Boston, Chicago, Los Angeles, New York, Phoenix and San Diego and one international office 

in London, and our eyes are always open to trends of fraud, negligence and wrongdoing that may be 

taking form anywhere in the world.  Our reach is not limited to the cities where we maintain offices. We 

have cases pending in courts across the country and have a vested interest in fighting global instances 

of oppression, wrongdoing and injustice.

We are one of the nation’s leading class-action law firms and have earned 
an international reputation for excellence and innovation in ground-
breaking litigation against large corporations.

INTRODUCTION
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Locations

SEATTLE
1301 Second Avenue, Suite 2000

Seattle, WA 98101

(206) 623-7292 phone

(206) 623-0594 fax

BERKELEY
715 Hearst Avenue, Suite 300

Berkeley, CA 94710

(510) 725-3000 phone

(510) 725-3001 fax

BOSTON
1 Faneuil Hall Sq., 5th Floor

Boston, MA 02109

(617) 482-3700 phone

(617) 482-3003 fax

 

CHICAGO
455 N. Cityfront Plaza Drive, Suite 2410

Chicago, IL 60611

(708) 628-4949 phone

(708) 628-4950 fax

LOS ANGELES
301 North Lake Avenue, Suite 920

Pasadena, CA 91101

(213) 330-7150 phone

(213) 330-7152 fax

NEW YORK
322 8th Avenue, Suite 802

New York, NY 10001

(212) 752-5455 phone

(917) 210-3980 fax

PHOENIX
11 West Jefferson Street, Suite 1000

Phoenix, AZ 85003

(602) 840-5900 phone

(602) 840-3012 fax

SAN DIEGO
533 F Street

Suite 207

San Diego, CA 92101

(619) 929-3340 phone

LONDON
Hagens Berman EMEA LLP

22 Eastcheap

Billingsgate, London, EC3M 1EU

0203 150 1445 phone

INTRODUCTION
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  …the track record of Hagens 

Berman[’s] Steve Berman is…

impressive, having racked… 

a $1.6 billion settlement in the Toyota 

Unintended Acceleration Litigation 

and a substantial number of really 

outstanding big-ticket results.

— Milton I. Shadur, Senior U.S. District Judge, naming 
Hagens Berman Interim Class Counsel in Stericycle 
Pricing MDL

The Plaintiffs’ Hot List: The Year’s Hottest Firms
The National Law Journal

Elite Trial Lawyers
The National Law Journal

Most Feared Plaintiffs Firms
Law360

‘‘
   Class counsel has consistently 

demonstrated extraordinary skill 

and effort.

— U.S. District Judge James Selna, Central District 
of California, In re Toyota Motor Corp. Unintended 
Acceleration Marketing, Sales Practices and Products 
Liability Litigation

‘‘ ‘‘

   Berman is considered one of the 

nation’s top class-action lawyers.

— Associated Press
‘‘

‘‘‘‘

   All right, I think I can conclude on 

the basis with my five years with you 

all, watching this litigation progress 

and seeing it wind to a conclusion, 

that the results are exceptional... 

You did an exceptionally good job at 

organizing and managing the case...

— U.S. District Court for the Northern District of 
California, In re Dynamic Random Access Memory 
Antitrust Litigation (Hagens Berman was co-lead 
counsel and helped achieve the $325 million class 
settlement)

‘‘

‘‘

   Landmark consumer cases are 

business as usual for Steve Berman.

— The National Law Journal, naming Steve Berman one of 
the 100 most influential attorneys in the nation for the 
third time in a row

‘‘

‘‘

‘‘

   [A] clear choice emerges. That 

choice is the Hagens Berman firm.

— U.S. District Court for the Northern District of California, 
In re Optical Disk Drive Products Antitrust Litigation 
(appointing the firm lead counsel)

‘‘
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STATE OF WASHINGTON, ET AL. V. PHILIP MORRIS, ET AL.

Hagens Berman represented 13 states in the largest 
recovery in litigation history – $260 billion.

VISA-MASTERCARD ANTITRUST LITIGATION

The firm served as co-lead counsel in what was 

then the largest antitrust settlement in history – 

valued at $27 billion.

MCKESSON DRUG LITIGATION

Hagens Berman was lead counsel in these 

racketeering cases against McKesson for drug 

pricing fraud that settled for more than $444 

million on the eve of trials.

DRAM ANTITRUST LITIGATION

The firm was co-lead counsel, and the case 

settled for $345 million in favor of purchasers of 

dynamic random access memory chips (DRAM).

DAVITA HEALTHCARE PERSONAL INJURY LITIGATION

A Denver jury awarded a monumental $383.5 

million jury verdict against GranuFlo dialysis 

provider DaVita Inc. on June 27, 2018, to families 

of three patients who suffered cardiac arrests and 

died after receiving dialysis treatments at DaVita 

clinics.

AVERAGE WHOLESALE PRICE DRUG LITIGATION

Hagens Berman was co-lead counsel in this 

ground-breaking drug pricing case against 

the world’s largest pharmaceutical companies, 

resulting in a victory at trial. The court approved a 

total of $338 million in settlements.

ENRON ERISA LITIGATION

Hagens Berman was co-lead counsel in this 

ERISA litigation, which recovered in excess of 

$250 million, the largest ERISA settlement in 

history.

CHARLES SCHWAB SECURITIES LITIGATION

The firm was lead counsel in this action alleging 

fraud in the management of the Schwab 

YieldPlus mutual fund; a $235 million class 

settlement was approved by the court.

E-BOOKS ANTITRUST LITIGATION 

Hagens Berman served as co-lead counsel in this 

matter and secured a combined $560 million 

settlement on behalf of consumers against 

Apple and five of the nation’s largest publishing 

companies.

TOYOTA UNINTENDED ACCELERATION LITIGATION 

Hagens Berman obtained the then largest 

automotive settlement in history in this class 

action that recovered $1.6 billion for vehicle 

owners.

LCD ANTITRUST LITIGATION 

Hagens Berman served as a member of the 

Executive Committee representing consumers 

against multiple defendants in multi-district 

litigation. The total settlements exceeded  

$470 million.

VOLKSWAGEN EMISSIONS LITIGATION 

Hagens Berman was named a member of the 

Plaintiffs’ Steering Committee and part of the 

Settlement Negotiating team in this monumental 

case that culminated in the largest automotive 

settlement in history – $17.4 billion.VOLKSWAGEN FRANCHISE DEALERS LITIGATION 

The firm served as lead counsel representing 

VW franchise dealers in this suit related to the 

automaker’s Dieselgate scandal. A $1.6 billion 

settlement was reached, and represents a result 

of nearly full damages for the class.
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Practice Areas
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Anti-Terrorism
PRACTICE AREAS

With a long track record of upholding the rights of the voiceless, Hagens Berman fights for 

justice on behalf of victims of international terrorism. Our anti-terrorism legal team builds 

on our robust history to forge innovative cases, bringing action against those that support 

terrorism.

Hagens Berman has always believed in fighting for the rights 

of those with no voice – those who are victims to tragic 

circumstances beyond their control. With our guiding principles 

driving our efforts, the firm has expanded its practice areas to 

include anti-terrorism litigation.

It’s no secret that some businesses and individuals have pled guilty 

to violating United States laws that prohibit financial transactions 

with terrorist organizations and foreign states that support 

terrorism. We believe that the law is one of the most powerful tools 

to combat terrorism, and our renowned team of litigators brings 

a fresh perspective to the fight for victims’ rights in this complex 

arena.

Through a deep understanding of both U.S. and international 

anti-terrorism laws, Hagens Berman builds on its foundation to 

investigate acts of terrorism and forge ironclad cases against 

anyone responsible, to help ensure that those at the mercy of the 

world’s most egregious perpetrators of violence are represented 

with the utmost integrity and determination.

The firm’s new practice area carries out our mission of building 

a safer world through novel applications of the law and steadfast 

dedication.

> Chiquita Bananas 

Hagens Berman represents American citizens who were victims 

of terrorism in Colombia. The victims were harmed by Colombian 

terrorists that Chiquita Brands International Inc. paid so that it 

could grow bananas in Colombia in regions that were controlled 

by the terrorists. Chiquita is one of the world’s largest producers 

and marketers of fruits and vegetables and admitted it paid 

Colombian terrorist organizations as part of a guilty plea to settle 

criminal charges brought by the U.S. Department of Justice

 Chiquita was placed on corporate probation and paid a $25 

million dollar fine because of its conduct in Colombia.

 Plaintiffs have sued Chiquita under the U.S. Anti-Terrorism Act, 

which allows American victims of international terrorism to sue 

anyone responsible and to recover treble damages and attorney’s 

fees. The claims are pending in the U.S. District Court for the 

Southern District of Florida as part of the consolidated multi-

district litigation to resolve claims related to Chiquita’s payments 

to Colombian terrorist organizations.  
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Antitrust
PRACTICE AREAS

Hagens Berman works to preserve healthy marketplace competition and fair trade by protecting 

consumers and businesses that purchase goods and services from price fixing, market 

allocation agreements, monopolistic schemes and other trade restraints. The firm’s lawyers 

have earned an enviable reputation as experts in this often confusing and combative area of 

commercial litigation. Our attorneys have a deep understanding of the legal and economic 

issues within the marketplace, allowing us to employ groundbreaking market theories that shed 

light on restrictive anti-competitive practices.

Hagens Berman represents millions of consumers in several 

high-profile class-action lawsuits, and takes on major antitrust 

litigation to improve market conditions for consumers, businesses 

and investors. We have represented plaintiffs in markets as diverse 

as debit and credit card services, personal computer components, 

electric and gas power, airlines, and internet services, and we have 

prevailed against some of the world’s largest corporations.

The firm has also generated substantial recoveries on behalf of 

health plans and consumers in antitrust involving pharmaceutical 

companies abusing patent rights to block generic drugs from 

coming to market. Hagens Berman has served as lead or co-

lead counsel in landmark litigation challenging anti-competitive 

practices, in the Paxil Direct Purchaser Litigation ($100 million), 

Relafen Antitrust Litigation ($75 million), Tricor Indirect Purchaser 

Antitrust Litigation ($65.7 million), and Augmentin Antitrust 

Litigation ($29 million). Representative antitrust successes on 

behalf of our clients include:

> Visa/MasterCard 

Helped lead this record-breaking antitrust case against credit 

card giants Visa and MasterCard that challenged charges 

imposed in connection with debit cards. 

RESULT: $3.05 billion settlement and injunctive relief valued at 

more than $20 billion. 

> NCAA: Scholarships/Grants-In-Aid (GIAs) 

In a first-of-its-kind antitrust action and potentially far-reaching 

case, Hagens Berman filed a class-action affecting approximately 

40,000 Division I collegiate athletes who played men’s or 

women’s basketball, or FBS football, brought against the NCAA 

and its most powerful members, including the Pac-12, Big Ten, 

Big-12, SEC and ACC, claiming these entities violated federal 

antitrust laws by drastically reducing the number of scholarships 

and financial aid student-athletes receive to an amount below 

the actual cost of attendance and far below what the free market 

would bare. 

The firm continues to fight on behalf of student-athletes to level 

the playing field and bring fairness to college sports and players. 

RESULT: $208.9 million settlement, bringing an estimated average 

amount of $6,500 to each eligible class member who played his 

or her sport for four years.

> Apple E-books 

With state attorneys general, the firm secured a $166 million 

settlement with publishing companies that conspired with Apple 

to fix e-book prices. The firm then look on Apple for its part in 

the price-fixing conspiracy. In the final stage in the lawsuit, the 

Supreme Court denied appeal from Apple, bringing the consumer 

payback amount to more than twice the amount of losses 

suffered by the class of e-book purchasers. This represents one 

of the most successful recovery of damages in any antitrust 

lawsuit in the country. 

RESULT: $560 million total settlements.
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Antitrust

> Animation Workers Antitrust 

Hagens Berman represents a nationwide class of animators 

and other artistic workers in an antitrust class-action case filed 

against defendants Pixar, Lucasfilm and its division Industrial 

Light & Magic, DreamWorks Animation, The Walt Disney 

Company, Sony Pictures Animation, Sony Pictures Imageworks, 

Blue Sky Studios, ImageMovers LLC, ImageMovers Digital LLC 

and others. 

RESULT: Total settlements have reached $168 million, resulting in a 

payment of more than $13,000 per class member.

> TFT LCDs 

Hagens Berman Sobol Shapiro filed a class-action lawsuit 

against several major manufacturers of TFT LCD products, 

claiming the companies engaged in a conspiracy to fix, raise, 

maintain and stabilize the price of televisions, desktop and 

notebook computer monitors, mobile phones, personal digital 

assistants (PDAs) and other devices. After years of representing 

consumers against multiple defendants in multi-district litigation, 

the case against Toshiba went to trial. Toshiba was found guilty of 

price-fixing in 2012, and settled. 

RESULT: $470 million in total settlements.

> DRAM 

The suit claimed DRAM (Dynamic Random Access Memory) 

manufacturers secretly agreed to reduce the supply of DRAM, 

a necessary component in a wide variety of electronics 

which artificially raised prices. The class included equipment 

manufacturers, franchise distributors and purchasers. 

RESULT: $375 million settlement.

> Optical Disk Drives 

Hagens Berman fought on behalf of consumers in a lawsuit filed 

against Philips, Pioneer and others for artificially inflating the 

price of ODDs for consumers. 

RESULT: $180 million in total settlements reclaimed for consumers.

> Lithium Ion Batteries 

Hagens Berman filed a class-action lawsuit against some of the 

largest electronics manufacturers including Sony, Samsung and 

Panasonic for illegally fixing the price of lithium ion batteries, 

pushing costs higher for consumers. Defendants collectively 

controlled between 60 to 90 percent of the market for lithium-

ion batteries between 2000 and 2011 and used that power to fix 

battery prices. 

RESULT: $65 million in total settlements against multiple 

defendants.

> AC Nielsen 

Represented Information Resources, Inc. (“IRI”), in a suit claiming 

that AC Nielsen’s anti-competitive practices caused IRI to suffer 

significant losses. 

RESULT: $55 million settlement.

> Dairy Products 

The firm filed a class-action suit against several large players 

in the dairy industry, including the National Milk Producers 

Federation, Dairy Farmers of America, Land O’Lakes, Inc., 

Agri-Mark, Inc. and Cooperatives Working Together (CWT) that 

together produce nearly 70 percent of the milk consumed in 

the United States. The suit alleging that the groups conspired 

to fix the price of milk throughout the United States through an 

organized scheme to limit production, involving the needless and 

premature slaughtering of 500,000 cows. 

RESULT: $52 million settlement on behalf of consumers in 15 states 

and the District of Columbia who purchased dairy products.

> Toys “R” Us Baby Products 

The firm brought this complaint on behalf of consumers claiming 

Toys “R” Us and several baby product manufacturers violated 

provisions of the Sherman Antitrust Act by conspiring to inflate 

prices of high-end baby products, including car seats, strollers, 

high chairs, crib bedding, breast pumps and infant carriers. The 

suit asked the court to end what it claims are anti-competitive 

activities and seeks damages caused by the company’s actions. 

RESULT: $35.5 million settlement.

PRACTICE AREAS
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Antitrust

> EA Madden 

Class action claimed that video game giant Electronic Arts used 

exclusive licensing agreements with various football organizations 

to nearly double the price of several of its games. 

RESULT: $27 million settlement and imposed limits on EA’s ability 

to pursue exclusive licensing agreements. 

> Resistors Antitrust Litigation 

Hagens Berman is co-lead lead counsel, representing direct 

purchasers of linear resistors (a device in electronics used to 

limit electric current) against an alleged cartel of manufacturers 

who conspired to limit linear resistor price competition for 

nearly a decade.  The case is in its early stages and discovery is 

ongoing.

> Nespresso 

Hagens Berman has assumed responsibility for a large antitrust 

case against Nespresso, a leading single-serve espresso 

and coffee maker, for its anticompetitive efforts to exclude 

environmentally friendly, biodegradable coffee capsules from the 

market. 

In May 2010, our client Ethical Coffee Company (“ECC”) sought to 

introduce an environmentally sound and more economical coffee 

capsule to be used in Nespresso’s widely used coffee makers. 

It manufactured a single-use coffee capsule that did not contain 

harmful aluminum found in Nespresso’s capsules. Nespresso 

knew that ECC posed a formidable challenge to its business 

model, which relied on captive consumers buying coffee capsules 

only from Nespresso. With a captive market, Nespresso could 

continue to charge consumers an inflated price, and continue to 

use the aluminum capsules that harm the environment. 

The U.S. Court has already ruled that these claims can proceed 

to discovery. Hagens Berman anticipates damages associated 

with Nespresso’s actions to be in the hundreds of millions of 

dollars.

PRACTICE AREAS
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Automotive - Non-Emissions Cases
PRACTICE AREAS

In litigating cases we strive to make an impact for a large volume of consumers, especially 

those who fall victim to the gross negligence and oversight of some of the nation’s largest 

entities: automakers. Hagens Berman’s automotive litigation team has been named a 2016 

Practice Group of the Year by Law360, highlighting its “eye toward landmark matters and 

general excellence,” in this area of law.

The federal court overseeing the massive multi-district litigation 

against Toyota appointed the firm to co-lead one of the largest 

consolidations of class-action cases in U.S. history. The litigation 

combined more than 300 state and federal suits concerning 

acceleration defects tainting Toyota vehicles. Hagens Berman and 

its two co-lead firms were selected from more than 70 law firms 

applying for the role. Since then, the firm’s automotive practice area 

has grown by leaps and bounds, pioneering new investigations into 

defects, false marketing and safety hazards affecting millions of 

drivers across the nation.

The firm was recently named to the National Law Journal’s list 

of Elite Trial Lawyers for its work fighting corporate wrongdoing 

in the automotive industry. The firm’s auto team members who 

worked on Toyota were also named finalists for Public Justice’s 

Trial Lawyer of the Year award.

> General Motors Ignition Switch Litigation 

Co-lead counsel in high-profile case on behalf of millions of 

owners of recalled GM vehicles affected by a safety defect linked 

to more than 120 fatalities. The suit alleges GM did not take 

appropriate measures, despite having prior knowledge of the 

defect. The case is pending, and most recently, the Supreme 

Court refused to hear GM’s appeal regarding the pending suits 

when it claimed the cases were barred by its 2009 bankruptcy.

> Toyota Sudden, Unintended Acceleration Litigation 

Co-lead counsel for the economic loss class in this lawsuit filed 

on behalf of Toyota owners alleging a defect causes vehicles to 

undergo sudden, unintended acceleration. In addition to safety 

risks, consumers suffered economic loss from decreased value of 

Toyota vehicles following media coverage of the alleged defect. 

 

RESULT: Settlement package valued at up to $1.6 billion, which was 

at the time the largest automotive settlement in history.

> MyFord Touch 

Hagens Berman represents owners of Ford vehicles equipped 

with MyFord Touch, an in-car communication and entertainment 

package, who claim that the system is flawed, putting drivers at 

risk of an accident while causing economic hardship for owners. 

The complaint cites internal Ford documents that purportedly 

show that 500 of every 1,000 vehicles have issues involving 

MyFord Touch due to software bugs, and failures of the software 

process and architecture. Owners report that Ford has been 

unable to fix the problem, even after repeated visits. A federal 

judge overseeing the case recently certified nine subclasses of 

owners of affected vehicles in various states.

> Nissan Quest Accelerator Litigation 

Represented Nissan Quest minivan owners who alleged that 

their vehicles developed deposits in a part of the engine, causing 

drivers to apply increased pressure to push the accelerator down. 

RESULT: Settlement providing reimbursement for cleanings or 

replacements and applicable warranty coverage.

> Hyundai Kia MPG

Hagens Berman sued Hyundai and Kia on behalf of owners after 

the car manufacturers overstated the MPG fuel economy ratings 

on 900,000 of its cars. The suit seeks to give owners the ability 

to recover a lump-sum award for the lifetime extra fuel costs, 

rather than applying every year for that year’s losses.  

RESULT: $255 million settlement. Lump-sum payment plan worth 

$400 million on a cash basis, and worth even more if owners opt 

for store credit (150 percent of cash award) or new car discount 

(200 percent of cash award) options.
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Automotive - Non-Emissions Cases
PRACTICE AREAS

> BMW i3 REx 

Hagens Berman is representing BMW owners in a national class-

action lawsuit, following reports that BMW’s i3 REx model electric 

cars contain a defect that causes them to suddenly and without 

warning lose speed and power mid-drive, putting drivers and 

passengers at risk of crash and injury.

> Fiat Chrysler Gear Shifter Rollaway Defect 

Hagens Berman has filed a national class-action lawsuit 

representing owners of Jeep Grand Cherokee, Chrysler 300 and 

Dodge Charger vehicles. The lawsuit states that Fiat Chrysler 

fraudulently concealed and failed to remedy a design defect in 

811,000 vehicles that can cause cars to roll away after they are 

parked, causing injuries, accidents and other serious unintended 

consequences.

> Ford Shelby GT350 Mustang Overheating 

Hagens Berman represents owners of certain 2016 Shelby 

GT350 Mustang models in a case alleging that Ford has sold 

these vehicles as track cars built to reach and sustain high 

speeds, but failed to disclose that the absence of a transmission 

and differential coolers can greatly diminish the vehicle’s reported 

track capabilities. Shelby owners are reporting that this defect 

causes the vehicle to overheat and go into limp mode, while in 

use, even when the car is not being tracked

> Tesla AP2 Defect 

The firm represents Tesla owners in a lawsuit against the 

automaker for knowingly selling nearly 50,000 cars with 

nonfunctional Enhanced Autopilot AP2.0 software that still has 

not met Tesla’s promises, including inoperative Standard Safety 

Features on affected models sold in Q4 2016 and Q1 2017.
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Automotive - Emissions Litigation
PRACTICE AREAS

Having played a lead role in the record-breaking Volkswagen diesel emissions case, Hagens 

Berman knew the story wasn’t over. Since the Dieselgate scandal began, the firm has uniquely 

dedicated resources to uncovering cheating devices used by other automakers. The firm has 

become a trailblazer in this highly specialized realm, outpacing federal agencies in unmasking 

fraud in emissions reporting.

When news broke in 2015 of Volkswagen’s massive diesel 

emissions-cheating scandal, Hagens Berman was the first firm 

in the nation to file suit against the automaker for its egregious 

fraud, going on to represent thousands of owners in litigation 

and take a leading role on the Plaintiffs’ Steering Committee 

that would finalize a $14.7 billion, record-breaking settlement for 

owners. Since this case emerged, Hagens Berman has been on 

the forefront of emissions litigation, relying on our legal team’s 

steadfast and intensive investigative skills to unearth many other 

emissions-cheating schemes perpetrated by General Motors, Fiat 

Chrysler, Mercedes and other automakers, staying one step ahead 

of government regulators in our pursuit of car manufacturers that 

have violated emissions standards and regulations, as well as 

consumer confidence.

Hagens Berman’s managing partner, Steve Berman, has dedicated 

the firm’s resources to upholding the rights of consumers and 

the environment, becoming a one-man EPA. The firm is uniquely 

dedicated to this cause, and is the only firm that has purchased 

an emission testing machine to determine if other diesel car 

manufacturers install similar cheating devices, bringing new cases 

based on the firm’s own research, time and testing.

> Volkswagen Diesel Emissions Litigation

Hagens Berman was the first firm in the nation to file a 

lawsuit against Volkswagen for its emissions fraud, seeking 

swift remedies for consumers affected by Volkswagen’s fraud 

and violation of state regulations. The firm was named to the 

Plaintiffs’ Steering Committee leading the national fight against 

VW, Porsche and Audi on behalf of owners and lessors of 

affected vehicles, and also served as part of the Settlement 

Negotiating team. 

RESULT: The largest automotive settlement in history, $14.7 billion.

> Volkswagen Dealers Litigation

Hagens Berman served as lead counsel in a first-of-its-kind 

lawsuit brought by a franchise dealer. Three family-owned 

Volkswagen dealers filed a class action against VW stating 

that it intentionally defrauded dealers by installing so-called 

“defeat devices” in its diesel cars, and separately carried out a 

systematic, illegal pricing and allocation scheme that favored 

some dealers over others and illegally channeled financing 

business to VW affiliate, Volkswagen Credit, Inc. The settlement 

garnered nearly unanimous approval of dealers, with 99 percent 

participation in the settlement. 

RESULT: $1.67 billion in benefits to Volkswagen dealers.

> Mercedes BlueTEC Emissions Litigation

Judge Jose L. Linares appointed the firm as interim class 

counsel in this class-action case against Mercedes concerning 

emissions of its BlueTEC diesel vehicles. Hagens Berman 

currently represents thousands of vehicle owners who were told 

by Mercedes that their diesel cars were “the world’s cleanest and 

most advanced diesel,” when in fact testing at highway speeds, 

at low temperatures, and at variable speeds, indicate a systemic 

failure to meet emissions standards. Low temperature testing at 

highway speeds for example, produced emissions that were 8.1 

to 19.7 times the highway emissions standard. The lawsuit adds 

that testing at low temperatures at variable speeds produced 

emissions as high as 30.8 times the standard.



16www.hbsslaw.com

H AG E N S  B E R M A N  S OB O L  S H A P I RO  LL P

Automotive - Emissions Litigation
PRACTICE AREAS

> Chevy Cruze Diesel Emissions Litigation

Hagens Berman filed a class-action lawsuit against Chevrolet 

(a division of General Motors) for installing emissions-cheating 

software in Cruze Clean Turbo Diesel cars, forcing consumers 

to pay high premiums for vehicles that pollute at illegal levels. 

While Chevy marketed these cars as a clean option, the firm’s 

testing has revealed emissions released at up to 13 times the 

federal standard. In a recent ruling, U.S. District Judge Thomas 

L. Ludington upheld claims brought by owners.

> Audi Emissions Litigation

Hagens Berman unearthed additional emissions-cheating by Audi, 

affecting its gasoline 3.0-liter vehicles. The firm’s investigation 

shows that the newly discovered defeat device is installed in 

gasoline engines and changes how the transmission operates 

when testing is detected to lower CO2 emissions, but otherwise 

allows excessive CO2 emissions in normal, on-road driving.

> Fiat Chrysler EcoDiesel Emissions Litigation

The firm is leading charges against Fiat Chrysler that it sold 

hundreds of thousands of EcoDiesel-branded vehicles that 

release illegally high levels of NOx emissions, despite explicitly 

selling these “Eco” diesels to consumers who wanted a more 

environmentally friendly vehicle. Hagens Berman was the 

first firm in the nation to uncover this scheme and file against 

Fiat Chrysler on behalf of owners of Dodge RAM 1500 and 

Jeep Grand Cherokee EcoDiesel vehicles. Following the firm’s 

groundbreaking suit, the EPA took notice, filing formal accusations 

against Fiat Chrysler.

> Dodge RAM 2500/3500 Diesel Emissions Litigation

According to the firm’s investigation, Dodge has sold hundreds 

of thousands of Dodge RAM 2500 and 3500 trucks equipped 

with Cummins diesel engines that release illegally high levels 

of NOx emissions at up to 14 times the legal limit. This defect 

causes certain parts to wear out more quickly, potentially costing 

owners between $3,000 and 5,000 to fix. The firm is leading a 

national class action against Fiat Chrysler for knowingly inducing 

consumers to pay premium prices for vehicles that fail to comply 

with federal regulations, and ultimately lead to higher costs of 

repairs for purchasers.

> General Motors Duramax Emissions Litigation

Hagens Berman recently pioneered another instance of diesel 

emissions fraud. The firm’s independent testing revealed that 

GM had installed multiple emissions-masking defeat devices 

in its Duramax trucks, including Chevy Silverado and GMC 

Sierra models, in a cover-up akin to Volkswagen’s Dieselgate 

concealment. In real world conditions the trucks emit 2 to 5 

times the legal limit of deadly NOx pollutants, and the emissions 

cheating devices are installed in an estimated 705,000 affected 

vehicles.
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Civil and Human Rights

Hagens Berman has represented individuals and organizations in difficult civil rights challenges 

that have arisen in the past two decades. In doing so, we have managed cases presenting 

complex legal and factual issues that are often related to highly charged political and historical 

events. Our clients have included such diverse communities as World War II prisoners of war, 

conscripted civilians and entire villages.

In this cutting-edge practice area, the firm vigilantly keeps abreast 

of new state and national legislation and case-law developments. 

We achieve positive precedents by zealously prosecuting in our 

clients’ interests. Some examples of our work in this area include:

> World Trade Organization Protests 

During the 1999 World Trade Organization (WTO) protests in 

Seattle, tens of thousands of Seattle citizens became targets 

after Seattle officials banned all forms of peaceful protest. Seattle 

police attacked anyone found in the designated “no protest” 

zones with rubber bullets and tear gas. Hundreds of peaceful 

protesters were arrested and incarcerated without probable 

cause for up to four days. The firm won a jury trial on liability 

and ultimately secured a settlement from Seattle officials after 

filing a class action alleging violations of the First and Fourth 

Amendments.

> Hungarian Gold Train  

Following the firm’s representation of former forced and enslaved 

laborers for German companies in the Nazi Slave Labor Litigation, 

Hagens Berman led a team of lawyers against the U.S. on behalf 

of Hungarian Holocaust survivors in the Hungarian Gold Train 

case. The suit claimed that, during the waning days of World 

War II, the Hungarian Nazi government loaded plaintiffs’ valuable 

personal property onto a train, which the U.S. Army later seized, 

never returning the property to its owners and heirs.

> Dole Bananas 

Hagens Berman filed suit against the Dole Food Company, 

alleging that it misled consumers about its environmental record. 

The complaint alleged that Dole purchased bananas from a 

grower in Guatemala that caused severe environmental damage 

and health risks to local residents. Dole ultimately agreed to 

take action to improve environmental conditions, collaborating 

with a non-profit group on a water filtration project for local 

communities. 

PRACTICE AREAS
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Consumer Protection - General Class Litigation

Hagens Berman is a leader in protecting consumers, representing millions in large-scale cases 

that challenge unfair, deceptive and fraudulent practices.

We realize that consumers suffer the brunt of corporate wrongdoing and have little power 

to hold companies responsible or to change those tactics. We believe that when backed by a 

tenacious spirit and determination, class action cases have the ability to serve as a powerful 

line of defense in consumer protection.

Hagens Berman pursues class litigation on behalf of clients 

to confront fraudulent practices that consumers alone cannot 

effectively dispute. We make consumers’ concerns a priority, 

collecting consumer complaints against suspected companies and 

exploring all avenues for prosecution.

Hagens Berman’s legacy of protecting consumer rights reflects the 

wide spectrum of scams that occur in the marketplace. The cases 

that we have led have challenged a variety of practices such as:

> False, deceptive advertising of consumer products and services

> False billing and over-charging by credit card companies, banks, 

telecommunications providers, power companies, hospitals, 

insurance plans, shipping companies, airlines and Internet 

companies

> Deceptive practices in selling insurance and financial products 

and services such as life insurance and annuities

> Predatory and other unfair lending practices, and fraudulent 

activities related to home purchases

A few case examples are:

> Expedia Hotel Taxes and Service Fees Litigation

Hagens Berman led a nationwide class-action suit arising from 

bundled “taxes and service fees” that Expedia collects when 

its consumers book hotel reservations. Plaintiffs alleged that by 

collecting exorbitant fees as a flat percentage of the room rates, 

Expedia violated both the Washington Consumer Protection Act 

and its contractual commitment to charge as service fees only 

“costs incurred in servicing” a given reservation. 

RESULT: Summary judgment in the amount of $184 million. The 

case settled for cash and consumer credits totaling $123.4 

million.

> Stericycle 

The firm served as court-appointed lead counsel in a class-action 

lawsuit against Stericycle alleging that the company violated 

contracts and defrauded them by hundreds of millions of dollars 

through an automatic price-increasing scheme. In February of 

2017, a federal judge certified a nationwide consumer class. The 

class had more than 246,000 class members, with damages 

estimated preliminarily at $608 million. 

RESULT: $295 million settlement

> Tenet Healthcare

In a pioneering suit filed by Hagens Berman, plaintiffs alleged that 

Tenet Healthcare charged excessive prices to uninsured patients 

at 114 hospitals owned and operated by Tenet subsidiaries in 16 

different states. 

RESULT: Tenet settled and agreed to refund to class members 

amounts paid in excess of certain thresholds over a four-and-a-

half year period.

PRACTICE AREAS
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Consumer Protection - General Class Litigation

> Wells Fargo Force-Placed Insurance

Hagens Berman brought a case against Wells Fargo alleging it 

used “force-placed” insurance clauses in mortgage agreements, 

a practice that enables the bank to charge homeowners 

insurance premiums up to 10 times higher than normal rates. 

RESULT: Hagens Berman reached a settlement in this case, under 

which all class members will be sent checks for more than 

double the amount of commissions that Wells Fargo wrongfully 

extracted from the force placement of insurance on class 

members’ properties.

> Consumer Insurance Litigation

Hagens Berman has pioneered theories to ensure that in first- 

and third-party contexts consumers and health plans always 

receive the treatment and benefits to which they are entitled. 

Many of our cases have succeeded in expanding coverage owed 

and providing more benefits; recovering underpayments of 

benefits; and returning uninsured/underinsured premiums from 

the misleading tactics of the insurer.

PRACTICE AREAS
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