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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF FLORIDA 

 
ELLEN BERMAN and DAYANA GUACH on 
behalf of themselves and all others similarly 
situated,                                            

                                           Plaintiffs,  

             v. 
 
GENERAL MOTORS LLC, a Delaware limited 
liability company,  
 
                                          Defendant. 

 
 
Case No.   

 
 

CLASS ACTION COMPLAINT  
 

Demand for Jury Trial 
 

Plaintiffs Ellen Berman and Dayana Guach (collectively, “Plaintiffs”), acting on behalf of 

themselves and all others similarly situated, bring this action for damages and equitable relief 

against Defendant General Motors LLC (“GM”). 

 
NATURE OF THE CASE 

1. GM designed, manufactured, distributed, marketed, sold, and leased Model Year 

2010-2017 Chevrolet Equinox vehicles with 2.4-liter engines (“Class Vehicles” or “Vehicles”) to 

Plaintiffs and Class Members. These engines were denominated within GM as the “LAF” and 

“LEA” engines (also referred to herein as the “EcoTech 2.4L” engine). 

2. Engine oil, or motor oil, functions as an essential lubricant for the moving parts in 

internal combustion engines.  It creates a film separating surfaces of adjacent moving parts to 

minimize direct contact, thereby decreasing heat caused by friction and reducing wear.  Engine oil 

also has important cleaning and sealing functions, and serves as an important medium for 

dissipating heat throughout the engine.  As a result, the Class Vehicles need the proper amount of 

engine oil in order for their engines and related parts to function properly and safely. 
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3. Modern automobile engines are not engineered to flow substantial quantities of oil 

into combustion chambers. When faulty engines permit more than de minimis amounts of oil to 

the combustion chamber, this leads to a host of serious problems, including prematurely low levels 

of engine oil, low oil pressure, lack of engine lubricity, engine knock, spark plug fouling and 

knock, and major damage to other critical engine parts, including, but not limited to, timing chains. 

4. Prior to 2010, GM knew that the Class Vehicles contained one or more design 

and/or manufacturing defects, including, but not limited to, defects contained in the Class Vehicles’ 

engines that cause them to be unable to properly utilize the engine oil and, in fact, to improperly 

burn off and/or consume abnormally high amounts of oil (the “Oil Consumption Defect”). 

5. The primary cause of the Oil Consumption Defect was the composition and 

construction of faulty piston rings, including both “compression” and “oil” rings. In particular, the 

composition of compression rings did not permit these rings to withstand the higher compression 

ratios of the LAF and LEA engines, in that the coating would fail and cause premature ring wear, 

and that these rings were too thin. Additionally, GM installed low-tension oil rings in these engines 

that do not maintain sufficient tension to keep oil in the crank case within design specifications. 

Individually or taken together, the EcoTec 2.4L piston rings failed to maintain a sufficient seal 

within the crankcase. 

6. Included in the EcoTec 2.4L engines, which further contributes to the Oil 

Consumption Defect, are spray jets that spray oil onto the piston skirt and cylinder wall. This was 

not common on other engines with adequate piston rings. This oil spray overloads and fouls the 

defective piston rings, triggering oil to migrate past the piston rings into other places in the engine. 

This excess oil either burns off or accumulates as a carbon buildup on the combustion chamber’s 

surfaces. 
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7. In addition, the EcoTec 2.4L engine includes a flawed Positive Crankcase 

Ventilation system that vacuums oil from the valve train into the intake system, where it is 

ultimately burned in the combustion chambers. This vacuuming process also contributes to 

excessive oil consumption. 

8. The Class Vehicles incorporate a system that is supposed to warn drivers of low oil 

pressure caused by low engine oil levels. This system is referred to in this Complaint as the “Oil 

Pressure Warning” (“OPW”) system. The OPW system is supposed to warn drivers of low levels 

of engine oil in two ways: First, the OPW system is supposed to display a textual warning on an 

alphanumeric display that GM calls the “Driver Information Center” (“DIC”), located in the 

dashboard in the instrument cluster immediately behind the steering wheel and in front of the 

driver. Second, the OPW is supposed to display an illuminated red image of an oil canister on the 

DIC. This illuminated warning light, called the “Engine Oil Pressure Light” in the Class Vehicles’ 

manuals, signifies “that oil is not flowing through the engine properly” and that “[t]he vehicle 

could be low on oil.”1 As discussed in more detail below, the OPW’s warnings do not provide any 

indication as to when the oil pressure in the Class Vehicles falls to levels low enough to damage 

internally lubricated parts or cause engine failure. Similarly, the Engine Oil Pressure Light 

illuminates well past the time when the Class Vehicles are below a critical oil level. Even if the 

Class Vehicles did adequately warn drivers of critically low oil conditions (which they do not), 

any such warnings would not prevent the damage caused by the Oil Consumption Defect. 

9. Further contributing to the excessive oil loss and variety of engine damage 

problems caused by the Oil Consumption Defect in the Class Vehicles is GM’s implementation of 

a defective oil life monitoring system. This system is referred to in this Complaint as the “Oil Life 

Monitoring” (“OLM”) system. This system monitors engine conditions such as revolutions and 

temperature to estimate deterioration in oil quality and the remaining useful life of the engine oil 

following an oil change. After each oil change, the OLM system must be reset manually following 

                                                                 
1 GM, 2017 Equinox Owner’s Manual 111.  
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each oil change. In each Class Vehicle, because the Oil Consumption Defect causes the engine oil 

to be consumed at an increased rate, the OLM system fails to advise drivers when insufficient oil 

remains in their vehicles. The OLM’s function—to measure remaining oil life following an oil 

change based upon the regular estimated rate of oil consumption—is undermined by the Oil 

Consumption Defect, thereby rendering the OLM system useless. In fact, reliance on the OLM 

system instead encourages owners to drive with a false sense of security for thousands of miles 

after their oil levels fall dangerously low, because the OLM cannot display the correct remaining 

oil life based upon the increased defective oil consumption rate. Thus, the Class Vehicles provide 

no notice to drivers of the low oil levels who first learn of the problems when the vehicles stall or 

experience complete engine failures. The result is a system that causes drivers to travel thousands 

of miles with inadequate engine lubricity levels, wearing out and damaging moving internal engine 

components—a very serious problem in light of the Oil Consumption Defect causing excessive oil 

loss the Class Vehicles. 

10. In addition to the defective OLM system, the Class Vehicles include a lighted Oil 

Pressure gauge on the dash and an oil canister image that will ostensibly illuminate when a vehicle 

is low on oil. As discussed in more detail below, this Low Oil Pressure gauge does not provide 

any indication as to when the oil pressure in the Class Vehicles falls to levels low enough to 

damage internally lubricated parts or cause engine failure. Similarly, the oil canister symbol 

illuminates well past the time when the Class Vehicles are below a critical oil level. Even if the 

Class Vehicles did adequately warn drivers of critically low oil conditions (which they do not), 

any such warnings would not prevent the damage caused by the Oil Consumption Defect.  

11. GM instituted a campaign in or about February 2013 to reprogram the OLM in 

Class Vehicles in order to reduce the recommended oil service intervals. On information and 

belief, GM developed the new OLM program no later than December 2012. These changes were 

motivated by GM’s recognition of the Oil Consumption Defect, to reduce expensive warranty 

repairs caused thereby. However, GM deliberately hid this information from consumers, and 
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mislead consumers about the true motivation for OLM reprograming campaign. The OLM 

reprograming campaign also reflects GM’s recognition that owners of its vehicles rely on the OLM 

to guide them about when the engine oil in the Class Vehicles requires attention. 
 
12. Problems associated with excessive oil consumption and the Oil Consumption 

Defect include, but are not limited to: unanticipated engine shutdowns, engine stalls, engines 

running excessively hot, spark plug fouling, engine misfires, unexpected loss of power, vehicle 

jerking, and other problems as discussed herein. Inadequate engine oil levels resulting from the 

Oil Consumption Defect have the potential to cause engine fires. The failure of the OPW and OLM 

systems to properly function and adequately warn the driver of the dangerously low oil levels 

amplifies the potential problems and dangers caused by the Oil Consumption Defect. 

13. These problems create a substantial safety risk and, therefore, the Class Vehicles 

do not provide for safe and reliable transportation. 

14. The Oil Consumption Defect is a substantial safety concern because it causes 

excessive oil consumption that cannot be reasonably anticipated or predicted, and causes the 

engine to run while dangerously low on engine oil. The Oil Consumption Defect is unreasonably 

dangerous because it can cause engine failure while the Class Vehicles are in operation at any time 

and under any driving conditions or speeds, thereby placing drivers, passengers, and the public at 

risk of accidents and injury. In particular, the Oil Consumption Defect can result in: 

a. Sudden engine shutoff, resulting in loss of power, loss of braking, and inability to 

adequately maneuver in high-speed or congested driving situations; 

b. Driver distraction due to sudden and unexpected engine shutoff, caused by sudden 

loss of power, illumination of warning lights and sounds, and loss or diminution of 

power brake assist; 
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c. Loss of maneuverability in high-speed or congested driving conditions due to 

unexpected loss of engine power—even when the engine does not shut off; 

d. Unexpected vehicle stalling when the vehicle comes to a stop in traffic, thereby 

endangering vehicle occupants by substantially increasing the risk that other 

vehicles will hit the Class Vehicles that have stalled unexpectedly; and 

e. Engine shutoff, failure (e.g., seizure), or stalling that strands vehicle occupants in 

remote, extreme, or unsafe locations or weather conditions. 

15. Because the Oil Consumption Defect can cause the Class Vehicles to consume 

unacceptably high amounts of engine oil, the rate of oil consumption for some Class Vehicles can 

be as high as one quart of oil per 1,000 miles driven. The Oil Consumption Defect requires the 

addition of substantial amounts of oil between scheduled oil changes to prevent engine damage.  

As a result of the Oil Consumption Defect, many consumers have resorted to purchasing an extra 

supply of oil and carrying it with them at all times when driving.  

16. Plaintiffs and Class Members reasonably expected that their Class Vehicles would 

not experience excessive oil consumption during the vehicles’ foreseeable and normal usage, 

including, but not limited to, the expectation that the Class Vehicles would not require 

unreasonably frequent oil changes/additions between scheduled oil changes and that the Class 

Vehicles would not suffer from a dangerous defect that could cause the Class Vehicles to 

unexpectedly shut off, seize, stall, lose power, or catch fire during operation, creating the potential 

for accidents and injuries. 

17. In particular, Plaintiffs and reasonable purchasers of an American-manufactured 

four-cylinder vehicle such as the Class Vehicles reasonably do not expect their vehicles to 

consume more than one quart of oil between regularly scheduled oil changes. In this pleading, 
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“regularly scheduled oil changes” (or oil change interval, “OCI”) means the manufacturer’s 

recommended oil change interval.2 

18. Prior to purchasing the Class Vehicles, Plaintiffs and Class Members did not know 

that the Class Vehicles suffered from the Oil Consumption Defect. GM did not disclose the Defect, 

nor did GM notify or instruct its authorized dealers to disclose the defect to Class Vehicle owners 

and prospective purchasers. Plaintiffs and Class Members therefore did not contemplate that the 

Class Vehicles’ engines would require supplemental oil to be added between regularly scheduled 

oil changes, as well as related repairs to address the defects costing hundreds to thousands of dollars.  

19. GM knew and/or was on notice of, and was therefore reckless or deliberately 

indifferent in failing to conclude, that the Class Vehicles are defective and suffer from the Oil 

Consumption Defect and are not fit for their intended purpose of providing consumers with safe 

and reliable transportation. In particular, as discussed herein, the vehicles are often inoperable, 

useless and unsafe or the class representatives are forced to stop driving the Class Vehicles due to 

the Oil Consumption Defect. Nevertheless, GM actively concealed and failed to disclose the Oil 

Consumption Defect to Plaintiffs and Class Members at the time they purchased or leased their 

Class Vehicles and thereafter. 

20. As detailed in this pleading, GM actively concealed the Oil Consumption Defect 

from Plaintiffs and Class Members since the time they purchased or leased their Class Vehicles. 

GM’s concealment caused Plaintiffs and Class Members to experience the Oil Consumption 

Defect throughout the life of the Class Vehicles, including within the warranty period.  

                                                                 
2 GM recommends that Equinox owners “Check engine oil level and oil life percentage. Change 
engine oil and filter, if needed” every 7,500 miles. GM, 2017 Equinox Owner’s Manual 279. 
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21. Had Plaintiffs and Class Members known at the time of purchase or lease about the 

Oil Consumption Defect and the associated costs and safety hazards related to the Defect, Plaintiffs 

and Class Members would not have purchased the Class Vehicles or else would have paid 

significantly less for them. 

22. On information and belief, many owners of Class Vehicles suffer engine failure as 

a result of the Oil Consumption Defect. Many owners find after purchasing their Class Vehicles, 

resale value is greatly diminished, or nonexistent, due to the Oil Consumption Defect. For instance, 

Consumer Reports has listed the model year 2010 and model year 2011 Chevrolet Equinox and 

GMC Terrain as one of its “Used Cars To Avoid Buying” due to the engine problems associated 

with the Oil Consumption Defect. 

23. Every Class Vehicle through model year 2015 was sold or leased pursuant to 

express and implied warranties, including a Powertrain Limited Warranty that covers the cost of 

all parts and labor necessary to replace or repair powertrain components, including the engine, 

pistons, and piston rings, that are defective in workmanship and materials within five years or 

100,000 miles, whichever occurs first, calculated from the start date of the Basic Limited Warranty. 

GM reduced its powertrain warranty to five years or 60,000 miles, whichever occurs first, for 

model year 2016 and model year 2017. The Limited Warranty begins on the date in which the 

purchaser first put the vehicle into service. On information and belief, the Limited Warranty 

transfers automatically with the transfer of vehicle ownership during the warranty period.  

24. GM has failed to recall the Class Vehicles to address the Oil Consumption Defect. 

GM has thus far failed to acknowledge that this Defect presents a substantial safety risk. 

25. Beginning in August 2014 for the model year 2010 Class Vehicles, GM extended 

its Limited Powertrain Warranty to cover piston assemblies to ten years or 120,000, whichever 
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occurs first, through a “Special Coverage Adjustment” (“SCA”). GM subsequently extended SCA 

coverage for model year 2011 and model year 2012 Class Vehicles to 7.5 years or 120,000 miles, 

whichever occurs first, through additional SCAs. 

26. GM has not issued SCAs for the remaining Class Vehicles. 

27. The SCAs are in all practical effect extended warranties. 

28. Plaintiffs and Class Members who received Owner’s Letters from GM pursuant to 

the SCAs, or were informed of the SCAs through an authorized GM dealer or other source, 

foreseeably relied upon GM’s promise to repair engines and to replace other powertrain 

components relating to or damaged by the Oil Consumption Defect. Such reliance includes, but is 

not limited to: 

a. Not taking their vehicles into an authorized dealer for inspection or repair due to 

GM’s instruction not to do so unless the OPW system warned of low engine oil 

pressure or levels; and 

b. Relying on GM’s OPW system to inform them of a possible engine oil problem, 

even though the OPW was faulty and did not reliably function to provide adequate 

warning. 

29. The Owner’s Letters issued as part of the SCAs tells consumers that their vehicles 

“may” experience “excessive” oil consumption, but does not completely disclose the full extent of 

the Oil Consumption Defect or its causes. Instead, on information and belief, the SCAs actively 

concealed the nature and extent of the Defect, as detailed below. 

30. The SCAs purported to impose unworkable and unreasonable preconditions on 

Plaintiffs and Class Members to obtain repair or replacement of their defective EcoTec 2.4L 

engines. Namely, the SCAs conditioned inspection and repair of Class Vehicles pursuant to the 
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SCAs on the fact that the OPW system have previously warned owners of an issue with the engine 

oil in their Class Vehicle. These preconditions breached GM’s warranty obligations. 

31. Despite notice of the Oil Consumption Defect from various internal sources, GM 

has not recalled the Class Vehicles, has not offered all of its customers a suitable repair or 

replacement free of charge, has not replaced defective EcoTech 2.4L engines or authorized full 

repair of all internal and external parts damaged by the Defect, and has not offered to reimburse 

all Class Vehicle owners and leaseholders who incurred costs related to the Defect, including, but 

not limited to, costs for inspections, diagnosis, repairs, and unreasonably frequent oil 

changes/additions between regularly scheduled oil changes. 

32. As a result of their reliance on GM’s omissions and/or affirmative 

misrepresentations, Plaintiffs and Class Members have suffered ascertainable losses of money, 

property, and/or of value of their Class Vehicles. 

CITIZENSHIP OF PARTIES 

33. Plaintiff Ellen Berman is a Florida Citizen who is domiciled in Port St. Lucie, 

Florida. 

34. Plaintiff Dayana Guach is a Florida Citizen who is domiciled in Davie, Florida. 

35. Defendant General Motors LLC is a Delaware limited liability company with its 

principal place of business located at 300 Renaissance Center, Detroit, Michigan. General Motors 

LLC is a citizen of the States of Delaware and Michigan.  

36. The sole member and owner of General Motors LLC is General Motors Holdings 

LLC. General Motors Holdings LLC is a Delaware limited liability company with its principal 

place of business in the State of Michigan. General Motors Holdings LLC is a citizen of the States 

of Delaware and Michigan.  
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37. The sole member and owner of General Motors Holdings LLC is General Motors 

Company. General Motors Company is a Delaware corporation with its principal place of business 

in the State of Michigan. General Motors Company is a citizen of the States of Delaware and 

Michigan. 

38. GM, through its various entities, including Chevrolet,3 designs, manufactures, 

markets, distributes, and sells its vehicles in this District and multiple other locations in the United 

States and worldwide.  GM and/or its agents designed, manufactured, and installed the GM engine 

systems in the Class Vehicles.  GM also developed and disseminated the owner’s manuals, 

warranty booklets, advertisements, and other promotional materials pertaining to the Class 

Vehicles. 

JURISDICTION AND VENUE 

39. This Court has jurisdiction over this action under the Class Action Fairness Act 

(“CAFA”), 28 U.S.C. § 1332(d).  There are at least 100 members in the proposed class, the 

aggregated claims of the individual Class Members exceed the sum or value of $5,000,000.00 

exclusive of interest and costs, and Members of the Proposed Class are citizens of states different 

from Defendant. 

                                                                 
3 Chevrolet dealerships, as referenced throughout this Complaint, are authorized GM dealerships. 
Upon information and belief, these dealerships, at all times relevant, had access to documents 
Plaintiffs and Class Members did not, including all Technical Service Bulletins (“TSB”), Service 
Bulletins, and other documents discussed herein. These dealerships had knowledge of the Oil 
Consumption Defect through these documents and were performing Oil Consumption tests on 
Class Vehicles pursuant to these documents at the direction and instruction of GM.  Similarly, the 
Special Coverage Adjustments (“SCA”) (examples of which are attached as Exhibits 1 and 6), as 
described herein, require that “repairs and adjustments qualifying under this special coverage must 
be performed by a General Motors dealer.” A Chevrolet dealership constitutes such a “General 
Motors dealer.” 
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40. This Court may exercise jurisdiction over GM because, through its business of 

distributing, selling, and leasing the Class Vehicles in this District, GM has established sufficient 

contacts in this District such that personal jurisdiction is appropriate.  

41. Venue is proper in this District under 28 U.S.C. § 1391(a) because a substantial part 

of the events or omissions giving rise to Plaintiffs’ claims occurred in this District.  Specifically, 

Plaintiff Berman’s Class Vehicle was purchased in this District.  

PLAINTIFFS’ FACTUAL ALLEGATIONS 

Plaintiff Ellen Berman 

42. On June 3, 2012, Plaintiff Berman purchased a new 2012 Chevrolet Equinox LTZ 

from Shoemacher Chevrolet, located in West Palm Beach, Florida, for approximately $28,848. 

She uses her Class Vehicle for personal, family, or household purposes. Her vehicle was designed, 

manufactured, sold, distributed, advertised, marketed, and warranted by GM. Plaintiff Berman’s 

Class Vehicle came with a Basic New Limited Warranty and Powertrain Limited Warranty that 

accompanies all GM vehicles.  

43. Upon information and belief, the oil level in Plaintiff Berman’s Class Vehicle was 

sufficient at the time of purchase.  

44. Plaintiff Berman never learned of any oil consumption issues with the vehicles prior 

to the purchase of her Class Vehicle. 

45. On March 27, 2017, within the Powertrain limited warranty and SCA, with 

approximately 38,000 miles on the odometer, Plaintiff Berman took her vehicle in for a routine oil 

change. Upon inspection, a service technician told Plaintiff Berman that the oil level within her 

Class Vehicle was low. Shortly thereafter, Plaintiff Berman started an oil consumption test at Dyer 

Chevrolet located in Fort Pierce Florida and was asked to return every 1,200 miles for evaluation. 
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46. On or around July 15, 2017, with 41,747 miles on her Class Vehicle, Plaintiff 

Berman returned to Dyer Chevrolet and explained to them that a “knocking” noise that had started 

within the engine of her Class Vehicle during normal use. Unbeknownst to Plaintiff Berman, this 

noise was a spark knock, which meant that internal damage was occurring within her Class 

Vehicle’s engine. Plaintiff Berman was told by service technicians there was “nothing to worry 

about” and it was “nothing”.  Further, she was told that her Class Vehicle was only ½ quart low 

on oil and to continue the test. 

47. On August 19, with 42,8585 miles on her Class Vehicle, Plaintiff Berman returned 

to Dyer Chevrolet and was told that her Class Vehicle had not lost any oil and was full. Because 

the knocking noise still occurred during normal use of her Class Vehicle, Plaintiff Berman was 

surprised that her vehicle had not lost any oil and she decided to continue the test. 

48. On October 7, 2017, with 43,765 miles on her Class Vehicle, Plaintiff Berman 

returned to Dyer Chevrolet and again was told that her Class Vehicle had not lost any oil and was 

full. Plaintiff, because she still heard a knocking noise in her Class Vehicle, was again surprised 

to hear this and again decided to continue the test. 

49. On November 18, 2017, with 44,720 miles on her Class Vehicle, Plaintiff Berman 

returned to Dyer Chevrolet and was told the Class Vehicle had a full oil level. Plaintiff still heard 

a knocking noise occurring within her Class Vehicle. 

50. On January 13, 2018, with 45,879 miles on her Class Vehicle, Plaintiff Berman 

returned to Dyer Chevrolet and was told her Class Vehicle was 2 quarts low on oil. Plaintiff still 

heard a knocking noise occurring within her Class Vehicle and was instructed to continue doing 

the consumption test. 

51. On March 3, 2018, with 46,968 miles on her Class Vehicle, Plaintiff Berman 

returned to Dyer Chevrolet and was told that her Class Vehicle was “not low” on oil. 

52. On July 14, 2018, with 49,584 miles on her Class Vehicle, Plaintiff Berman 

returned to Dyer Chevrolet and was told that her Class Vehicle was ¼ quart low. Dyer Chevrolet 
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told Plaintiff Berman that her Class Vehicle “passed” the Oil Consumption test.  Further, Dyer 

Chevrolet refused to make any repairs to Plaintiff Berman’s Class Vehicle pursuant to the SCA, 

and said her Class Vehicle was not consuming enough oil to warrant any kind of repair pursuant 

to the SCA.  

53. In early September 2018, with approximately 50,000 miles on her Class Vehicle, 

Plaintiff Berman personally checked her Class Vehicle’s oil and found little oil on the dipstick. 

Concerned, Plaintiff called back to Dyer Chevrolet for an inspection. Plaintiff is scheduled to 

return to Dyer Chevrolet on September 15, 2018. 

54. To date, Plaintiff Berman has never seen a low oil indicator illuminate in her Class 

Vehicle. Plaintiff Berman has regularly and routinely checked the oil level in her Class Vehicle 

and has regularly and routinely changed the oil in accordance with the vehicle’s specifications. 

55. Today, Plaintiff Berman has only 51,085 miles on her vehicle, and it continues to 

suffer from the Oil Consumption Defect.  

56. Plaintiff Berman would not have purchased the Class Vehicle or else would have 

paid significantly less for it had she been aware of the Oil Consumption Defect, and had she known 

that the OPW system would not warn her if or when her Class Vehicle’s engine was at risk. She 

did not receive the benefit of their bargain. 

Plaintiff Dayana Guach 

57. On August 1st, 2013, Plaintiff Guach purchased a new 2013 Chevrolet Equinox, 

from AutoNation Chevrolet, located in Coral Gables, Florida, for approximately $26,000. She uses 

her Class Vehicle for personal, family, or household purposes. This vehicle was designed, 

manufactured, sold, distributed, advertised, marketed, and warranted by GM. Plaintiff Guach’s 

Class Vehicle came with a Basic New Limited Warranty and Powertrain Limited Warranty that 

accompanies all GM vehicles.  

58. Upon information and belief, the oil level in Plaintiff Guach’s Class Vehicle was 

sufficient at the time of purchase.  
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59. Plaintiff Guach never learned of any oil consumption issues with the vehicles prior 

to the purchase of his Class Vehicle. 

60. In April 2018, within the Powertrain Limited Warranty, with approximately 70,000 

miles on her Class Vehicle, Plaintiff Guach took her vehicle in for a routine oil change at One Stop 

Auto Repair and Tire Center - Emergency Auto Body Works and Tire Repair (“One Stop”) located 

in Miami, Florida. Upon inspection, a service technician told Plaintiff Guach her oil level was low 

within her Class Vehicle. She was told that the car was burning through oil very quickly. Plaintiff 

Guach also noticed her Class Vehicle was making a loud “ticking” noise when driving during 

normal use. Unbeknownst to her, a spark knock was occurring in her Class Vehicle that was 

causing internal engine damage. 

61. Thereafter, approximately 1000 miles later, Plaintiff Guach heard the knocking 

noise resume in her Class Vehicle. Concerned, given she just had her oil changed, Plaintiff Guach 

returned to One Stop for an inspection. Upon inspection, Plaintiff Guach was told that the oil was 

low within her Class Vehicle despite recently having an oil change. Thereafter, Plaintiff Guach 

had her oil changed.  

62. Plaintiff Guach has had her Class Vehicle’s oil changed at One Stop every 1,000 to 

1,500 miles since April 2018. Due to her long commute to work, she has had her Class Vehicle’s 

oil changed approximately 15 times since April 2018. Following each oil change, the ticking noise 

in her Class Vehicle subsides but resumes shortly thereafter. 

63. In or around August 2018, Plaintiff Guach contacted AutoNation Chevrolet, where 

she purchased her Class Vehicle. Plaintiff Guach told the Autonation customer service 

representative that she had a 2013 model Equinox that was exhibiting signs of excessive oil 

consumption and asked if there was any warranty that would cover a repair to remedy the issue. 

The representative informed Plaintiff Guach that there was no warranty coverage that applied to 

her Class Vehicle, that GM had not issued a recall, and that it would cost her $3,000.00 out-of-

pocket to fix the Oil Consumption Defect in her vehicle. 
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64. To date, Plaintiff Guach has never seen a low oil indicator illuminate in her Class 

Vehicle.  Plaintiff Guach has regularly and routinely checked the oil level in her Class Vehicle and 

has regularly and routinely changed the oil in accordance with the vehicle’s specifications. 

65. Today, Plaintiff Guach has approximately 115,000 miles on her vehicle, and it 

continues to suffer from the Oil Consumption Defect.  

66. Plaintiff Guach would not have purchased the Class Vehicle or would have paid 

significantly less for it had she been aware of the Oil Consumption Defect, and had she known that 

the OPW system would not warn her if or when her Class Vehicle’s engine was at risk. She did 

not receive the benefit of their bargain. 

COMMON FACTUAL ALLEGATIONS 

67.  For years, GM designed, manufactured, distributed, sold, and leased the Class 

Vehicles.  It has sold, directly or indirectly through its dealers and other retail outlets, thousands 

of Class Vehicles throughout the United States. 

68. After receiving numerous and persistent complaints about the Oil Consumption 

Defect, in July 2012, GM published an article in GM TechLink regarding excessive oil 

consumption in the 2.4L EcoTec LAF engine (“July 2012 GM TechLink article.”). The article was 

titled “Excessive Oil Consumption.”4 A true and complete copy of this July 2012 GM TechLink 

article is attached hereto as Exhibit 2. 

69. On information and belief, GM TechLink is a monthly periodical published by GM 

for its dealership technicians and service personnel that discusses, among other matters, repair 

procedures concerning GM vehicles.  

70. The GM TechLink and TSBs referenced in this Complaint are not generally made 

available to the public.  

71. In the July 2012 GM TechLink article, GM acknowledges the existence of the 

defect to its dealer technicians and notes, “Excessive oil consumption may be noticed on some 
                                                                 
4 The relevant portion of the July 2012 GM TechLink article, attached hereto as Exhibit 2, titled 
“Excessive Oil Consumption” appears at page 3 of the exhibit. 
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2010 Equinox and Terrain models equipped with the 2.4 L engines.” The article states, “this 

condition not be evident until the vehicle has accumulated 20,000 miles or more.” “Upon 

inspection, excessive oil in the fresh air side of the PCV system due to excessive crankcase 

pressure and blow-by may be noted. In addition, all four spark plugs will have obvious/excessive 

oil deposits on them.” 

72. The July 2012 GM TechLink article indicates that excessive oil consumption can 

be verified by either the presence of obvious oil deposits on all four spark plugs, or an oil 

consumption test. 

73. The July 2012 GM TechLink article indicates that in cases where the cylinder walls 

exhibited “zebra stripe” wear patterns associated with excessive oil consumption in the LAF 

engine, the technician was to “replace the engine . . . since this engine does not have serviceable 

cylinder liners like some of the other Ecotec engines.” 

74. On information and belief, the July 2012 TechLink article reproduces verbatim 

information contained in a service bulletin (Technical Service Bulletin, or “TSB”) published by 

GM prior to July 2012.  

75. On information and belief, the July 2012 TechLink article reproduces verbatim 

information contained in a service bulletin (Technical Service Bulletin, or “TSB”) published by 

GM prior to July 2012. 

76. Namely, as the consumer complaints below indicate, GM was aware, or should 

have been aware, that the Oil Consumption Defect was present in the Class Vehicles dating back 

to at least September 2009. This date pre-dates the sale of any Class Vehicle to any of the Class 

Representatives. 

77. Thus, by September 2009, GM knew or should have known through sufficient 

product testing, consuming complaints, or other methods, that the Class Vehicles contained the 

Oil Consumption Defect and posed a safety hazard. 
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78. The Class Vehicles contain one or more design and/or manufacturing defects, 

including, but not limited to, the Oil Consumption Defect, as described herein. 

79. Insufficient oil causes Class vehicle engines to stall, to run hot, spark plugs to foul, 

engines to misfire, the vehicles to experience unexpected loss of power, jerking and other 

problems, posing enough of a safety risk such that the vehicles do not provide safe reliable 

transportation. The drivers are left at risk of the Class Vehicle being stranded in hazardous traffic 

conditions, dangerous weather conditions and/or remote locations.  

80. On information and belief, GM learned of the Oil Consumption Defect prior to 

2010 through sources not currently available to Class Members, including, but not limited to: (1) 

pre-release testing data; (2) early consumer complaints about the Oil Consumption Defect to GM 

and its dealers about the Class Vehicles, as well as other earlier model year versions of such 

vehicles; (3) testing conducted in response to those complaints; and (4) aggregate data from GM 

dealers, including dealer repair orders and high warranty reimbursement rates that can cost up to 

several thousand dollars for each class vehicle. 

81. GM’s authorized dealers routinely provide maintenance service for Class Vehicles, 

including the MY 2010 and 2011 Equinoxes and Terrains. One of the most frequent services 

performed for new car owners is an oil change. 
 

A. All Class Vehicles Are Sold with the Oil Consumption Defect Which Is Present at the 
Point of Sale.  

  
1. The Piston Rings in the Class Vehicles Lead to Oil Consumption and Engine 

Damage.  
 

82. All Class Vehicles have engines that incorporate improperly coated compression 

rings or Low-Tension Oil Rings and other potential defects that are inherently defective because 

these defects allow excessive and dangerous oil consumption, which leads to inadequate engine 

lubricity.  
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83. The compression rings are not properly coated and/or are not robust enough to 

withstand the greater pressures generated by the EcoTec 2.4L engine. This causes premature ring 

wear and allows excessive oil flow into the combustion chamber from the crankcase. This leads to 

further engine damage, including engine knock. 

84. The Low-Tension Oil Rings do not apply sufficient tension to prevent oil from 

being consumed in the combustion chamber, which in turn fouls spark plugs, and creates harmful 

carbon buildup in the pistons and cylinders.  

85. The Oil Consumption Defect is a safety concern because it prevents the engine from 

maintaining the proper level of engine oil and causes voluminous oil consumption that cannot be 

reasonably anticipated or predicted. 

86. The Oil Consumption Defect causes the Class Vehicles to consume unacceptably 

high, abnormal amounts of oil during normal and foreseeable usage, which requires Class 

Members to pay for unreasonably frequent oil changes and/or additions after very short driving 

distances, as well as costly engine repairs/replacements that can cost thousands of dollars in order 

to repair the defect.  

87. GM provided owners substantially similar express limited warranties for model 

years 2010-2015, and substantially similar express limited warranties for model year 2016 and 

subsequent vehicles but with reduced mileage coverage for its powertrain warranties on those 

model years. 

88. In or about February 2013, GM sent “Customer Satisfaction” letters to all MY 

2010-2013 Class Vehicle owners informing them that “GM [has] recently introduced into 

production a software update for the life monitor system [which] will recommend more frequent 

oil changes to support engine durability and overall operating costs.” (“February 2013 OLM 
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Campaign.”) Further, GM informed class vehicle owners that, “[a]t no-charge, your GM dealer 

will update your vehicle with these same improvements.” 

89. On information and belief, the GM February 2013 OLM Campaign reduced the 

maximum oil change interval from over 10,000 miles to no more than 7,500 miles, and also caused 

the OLM system to instruct drivers to change their engine oil much more frequently. 

90. A motivating purpose for the GM February 2013 OLM Campaign was to conceal 

the Oil Consumption Defect and to reduce the costly warranty engine replacements, piston 

assembly replacements, and other repairs related thereto. By reprogramming OLM systems in 

Plaintiff’s and Class Member’s vehicles, GM effectively transferred its warranty repair costs to its 

customers in the form of more frequent oil service fees and costs for engine oil and oil filters. 

91. Upon information and belief GM instituted the February 2013 OLM Campaign in 

an attempt to delay the onset of the costly engine repairs that Class Members are substantially 

certain to experience as a result of the defect alleged herein. By reprogramming the OLM to 

recommend more frequent oil changes, upon information and belief, GM hoped that fewer owners 

would drive thousands of miles with extremely low engine oil levels. Thus, this reprogramming 

of the OLM, while did not eliminate the Oil Consumption Defect. Nor did this reprogramming 

prevent premature powertrain component wear and other engine damage due to the defect. This 

reprogramming was an attempt to mask the manifestations of the Oil Consumption Defect and 

place the financial burden on Plaintiffs and Class Members.  

92. By failing to inform the owners of MY 2010-2017 vehicles with the 2.4L EcoTec 

engine of its excessive oil consumption problems, GM mislead consumers, engaged in half-truths, 

and exposed its customers to substantial safety risks. 
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93. In or about August 2013, GM published another article in TechLink (August 2013 

TechLink article”), entitled “2.4L EcoTec Engine Oil Consumption.” In this article, GM again 

acknowledges the existence of excessive oil consumption in certain Class Vehicles, claiming that 

“Excessive oil consumption on some 2010-2013 LaCrosse, Equinox, Terrain and 2011-2013 Regal 

models equipped with the 2.4L engines does not require engine replacement. If excessive oil 

consumption is confirmed after an oil consumption test, new piston and rings should be installed.” 

A true and complete copy of this August 2013 TechLink article is attached hereto as Exhibit 3. 

94. The August 2013 TechLink article identified a defect in the 2.4L EcoTec engine’s 

piston rings, stating in part: 

Piston Ring Coating. The top compression ring in the new kit has a more 
robust coating on it that is designed not to wear as quickly as the original 
coating. Tests indicate that it wears about 4-5 times longer than the original 
coating.  
 
If the top compression ring is worn, it will allow combustion pressure past it, 
which causes the oil control rings to be less effective and results in excessive 
oil consumption. 
 

95. In or around September 2013, GM also acknowledged the existence of the oil 

consumption engine defect in a Technical Service Bulletin (“TSB”) that it only makes available to 

its dealers, not consumers. A true and complete copy of this September 2013 TSB is attached 

hereto as Exhibit 4. 

96. Although the September 2013 TSB recommended certain engine repairs (e.g., 

replacement of the pistons and rings as described above) “under warranty,” Defendant arbitrarily 

and unfairly instructed its dealers not to perform the engine repairs identified in the TSB under 

warranty unless the consumer’s vehicle undergoes an oil consumption test that has to show the 

consumer’s vehicle is consuming more than 1 quart of oil per 2,000 miles of driving. Defendant 
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continues to impose the arbitrary, unfair, and onerous oil consumption test as a precondition to 

honoring its warranty obligations in subsequent TSBs and to this day. 

97. The GM-imposed oil consumption test is itself an unreliable test for excessive oil 

consumption. For instance, a given Class Vehicle may “pass” GM’s mandated oil consumption 

test and in the next few weeks consume more than 1 quart of oil in 2,000 miles.  

98. GM knows that its oil consumption test is onerous to its customers and is unreliable. 

For example, on June 25, 2014, William Parenteau filed a complaint against GM in the United 

States District Court for the Central District of California, Case No. 2:14-cv-04961, in which he 

included detailed allegations of an oil consumption test performed by GM’s authorized dealer in 

on his 2010 Equinox 2.4L vehicle. After the dealer, Bob Stall Chevrolet in Mesa, California, 

informed Mr. Parenteau that his vehicle had consumed no oil over a two-month/approximately 

2,000 mile test period, Mr. Parenteau returned to the dealer a month and approximately 1,000 miles 

later. At that time, the dealer determined that there was no oil showing on the dipstick. On 

information and belief, these facts demonstrate that Mr. Parenteau’s Equinox consumed over 1.25 

quarts over a 1,000 mile period immediately after having been told his vehicle had “passed” GM’s 

oil consumption test. 

99. In May 2014, GM published an updated TSB relating to the Oil Consumption 

Defect. A true and complete copy of this May 2014 TSB is attached hereto as Exhibit 5. 

100. As a result of their reliance on Defendant’s omissions or misrepresentations, 

owners and lessees of the Class Vehicles, including Plaintiffs, have suffered ascertainable loss of 

money, property, or value of their Class Vehicles. 
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101. The Class Vehicles are equipped with a 2.4L EcoTec engine, have an oil capacity 

of 5 quarts, and contain one or more design, materials, and/or manufacturing defects that causes 

their engines to consume abnormally high amounts of oil. 

102. In order for the engine to run effectively without causing engine damage, such as 

heat and friction wear, the pistons and cylinder walls must have a thin film of oil between the 

opposing metal surfaces. The oil reduces friction and heat, prevents surface scarring, and helps the 

moving components slide freely past each other.  

103. To keep oil in the crankcase, and to prevent oil from traveling around the pistons 

and into the combustion chamber, pistons are fitted with compression and oil control rings 

(collectively, “piston rings”), These piston rings must withstand combustion pressures and hold 

combustion gases in the combustion chambers, keeping the gases out of the crankcase.  

104. In the Class Vehicles, the piston rings that GM installed in the 2.4L Engines fail to 

achieve their intended purpose of keeping oil in the crankcase and out of the combustion chamber. 

Further, the rings fail to achieve their intended purpose of trapping combustion gases in the 

combustion chamber and out of the crankcase. 

105. Specifically, the Class Vehicles’ piston rings do not maintain sufficient tension, 

relative to the cylinder walls, and fail to keep oil from seeping past, resulting in excessive oil 

consumption and causing the problems described infra.  

106. First, in the Class Vehicles, oil travels around the piston rings and reaches the 

combustion chamber, where it is burned during the engines’ power stroke, thereby reducing the 

quantity of oil in the vehicle, reducing engine lubricity, and increasing the risk of correspondent 

engine damage.  
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107. Second, the defective piston rings allow for oil to constantly foul the spark plugs in 

the Class Vehicles. Spark plug electrodes, protrude into the combustion chamber and generate the 

ignition spark. Importantly, the electrodes must be dry and free of debris to fire properly. When 

oil migrates into the combustion chamber in the Class Vehicles, the oil coats the spark plugs’ 

electrodes and either diminishes or altogether disables their firing performance.  

108. Third, the oil that passes around the rings in the Class Vehicles, and that is not 

burned in the combustion chamber, gathers and hardens, creating carbon buildup. Due to the 

excessive carbon buildup in the combustion chamber and on top of the pistons, the Class Vehicles 

suffer from pre-ignition detonation, or “spark knock” as it is commonly called. Pre-ignition 

detonation disrupts the proper seating of the piston rings in their respective grooves, which causes 

them to wear out as they grind against the cylinder walls improperly. This results in the rings not 

sealing properly and thus allows for even more oil consumption. Pre-ignition detonation also 

vaporizes the cylinder wall oil film, pushing it past the rings and into the crankcase where it is 

vacuumed into the intake manifold via the Positive Crankcase Ventilation (“PCV”) system.  

109. The Oil Consumption Defect is a latent defect that existed at the point of sale when 

Plaintiffs and Class Members purchased their Class Vehicles. 

110. Because of the Oil Consumption Defect, Plaintiffs and Class Members did not 

receive the full benefit of their bargain in purchasing their Class Vehicles. 

111.  Prior to the spring of 2014, and upon information in 2013, GM issued a technical 

service bulleting (TSB) number 13-06-01-003 relating to the Oil Consumption Defect for MY 

2010-2013 Class Vehicles. In this TSB, GM acknowledges that it has received customer 

“comments” on excessive oil consumption, “and/or that they have to add oil between oil changes.” 

This TSB was not distributed to consumers. In the TSB, GM directs dealer technicians to conduct 
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an “oil consumption test,” but first to verify that the vehicles computer (Electronic Control 

Module) has been re-programmed “to adjust the engine oil life monitor to a maximum of 7,500 

miles.” 

112. Upon information and belief, in or about December 2012 GM re-calibrated the 

Class Vehicles’ ECM software for the OLM to reduce the maximum regular oil change interval to 

7,500 miles, from potentially up to twice that figure (15,000 miles). Upon information and belief, 

a motivating factor for this re-programming of the OLM (retroactive for MY 2010, 2011, 2012, 

and many 2013 Class Vehicles [and Plaintiffs’ vehicles]) was to surreptitiously reduce GM’s 

exposure to major powertrain warranty repairs related to the Oil Consumption Defect. In particular, 

on information and belief, GM unilaterally and without informing Plaintiffs and Class Members 

of its true reasons for doing so, GM recognized by no later than the fall of 2012 that the 2.4L 

EcoTech engines in Class Vehicles were experiencing premature timing chain wear. On 

information and belief, this premature timing chain wear resulted from and was a symptom of the 

Oil Consumption Defect. 

113. Upon information and belief, prior to the OLM re-programing by GM of the Class 

Vehicles, the recommended oil change interval for normal use was between 7,500 and 12,500 

miles. In other words, an average recommended oil service interval on the Class Vehicles, as 

designed, was approximately 10,000 miles and no less than 7,500 for normal use (e.g., not extreme 

service conditions), depending upon the factors taken into account by the OLM software. 

114. Upon information and belief, the EcoTech 2.4L engines that are the subject of this 

Complaint were not designed to consume 1 quart per 2,000 miles, or 1 quart per 3,000 miles, or 1 

quart per 4,000 miles, or 1 quart per 5,000 miles, or 1 quart per 6,000 miles, or one quart per 7,000 

miles. At most, on information and belief, the EcoTech 2.4L engine was designed to consume no 
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more than 1 quart per 8,000 miles under normal service—a figure one-fourth the level later 

designated unilaterally by GM in TSB 13-06-01-003 and the SCAs described infra as not 

“excessive,” e.g., normal. 

115. Subject to further investigation, because Class Vehicles that consumed oil at a rate 

greater than 1 quart per 8,000 miles or so consume oil at a rate greater than they are designed to 

do, they are defective in their materials or workmanship, or are otherwise subject to repair or 

component replacement under GM’s implied or express warranties. 

116. The oil consumption test that GM mandated prior to authorizing any repair under 

the TSB 13-060-01-003 or the 2014-2017 SCAs discussed infra is not reasonably required as a 

precondition for coverage under any warranty or SCA, in that, inter alia: 

a. It requires a minimum of five appointments by customers to the GM dealership; 

b. It exposes Plaintiffs and Class Members to unreasonable safety risk and risk of 

serious potentially catastrophic engine or exhaust system damage during the 2,000 

miles GM directs that the test be conducted, which can potentially last months; 

c. It is set up to discourage customers from completing it, given the inconvenience, 

disruption, and expenses involved; 

d. It is unreliable, in that the same engine can “fail” a test at one point in time and later 

“pass” the test, according to GM’s authorized dealers; and 

e. GM’s test ignores other far more reliable indicia of excessive oil consumption, 

including its dealers’ own service records, reports by customers of consumption 

rates, and reports from a customer’s independent mechanic. GM’s warranties do 

not permit GM to ignore these other indications of defect as an excuse for refusing 

to repair or replace defective engines or pistons and piston rings. 

Case 2:18-cv-14371-RLR   Document 1   Entered on FLSD Docket 09/10/2018   Page 26 of 75



27 

 

117. In August 2014, GM offered to repair MY 2010 Class Vehicles experiencing 

excessive oil consumption, as defined by GM. This repair included, among other things, 

installation of new pistons and new piston rings with improved combustion gas control and wear 

characteristics due to an upgraded coating on the compression rings, increasing the ring radial 

thickness and increasing the ring height, and by decreasing the ring end gaps. However, as 

discussed infra, this “Special Coverage Adjustment” (SCA) was inadequate and ineffective for 

Class Members and Plaintiffs.  

118. In July 2015, GM offered a repair to the MY 2011 Class Vehicles that was similar 

in material respects to the MY 2010 SCA. However, as discussed infra, this SCA was ineffective 

for Class Members and Plaintiffs. 

119. In 2017, GM offered a repair to MY 2012 Class Vehicles that was similar in 

material respects to the MY 2010 and MY 2011 SCA. However, as discussed infra, this SCA was 

ineffective for Class Member and Plaintiffs. 

120. Although GM was aware that this was a known defect in the Class Vehicles, it did 

not recall the class vehicles nor did it send any notice of the need for this repair to consumers 

including the Plaintiffs and Class who owned Class Vehicles. 
 

2. The Spray Jets in the Class Vehicles Contributes to Oil Consumption and 
Engine Damage.  

121. Included in the 2.4 liter Engines, which further contributes to the Oil Consumption 

Defect, are spray jets that spray oil onto the piston skirt and cylinder wall, which is not common 

on other engines with wider piston rings. This oil spray overloads and fouls the defective piston 

rings, triggering oil to migrate past the piston rings into other places in the engine.  

122. In addition, the excessive oil spray collects on the piston ring surfaces forming 

carbon buildup. Carbon buildup on the piston rings interferes with the rings’ seating in their 

grooves, and thus interferes with the rings’ ability to seal out oil. Once the rings lose proper groove 

seating, they become misaligned with the cylinder bores. Immediate and aggressive ring 
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deterioration occurs as the fragile rings scrape against the harder steel cylinder bores at unintended 

angles.  
3. The PCV System in the Class Vehicles Contributes to Oil Consumption and 

Engine Damage.  

123. GM’s PCV system, as installed in each of the Class Vehicles, contributes to oil 

consumption and engine damage by vacuuming oil from the valve train. This system is closed to 

the atmosphere in that everything that is internal into the intake system of the engine and crankcase 

remains in the PCV system. 

124. The PCV system’s intended purpose is to vent valve train gas pressures and 

recirculate that gas pressure into the intake manifold. The intake manifold distributes fresh air 

pulled through the intake filter, and recirculated air vented from the valve train, to the engines’ 

combustion chambers. PCV systems are not intended to vacuum oil from the valve train.  

125. In the Class Vehicles, however, the PCV system vacuums oil from the valve train 

and feeds it into the intake manifold runners and ultimately into the combustion chambers. By 

vacuuming oil from the valve train, the PCV system results in increased oil consumption, carbon 

buildup and the associated pre-ignition detonation, ring wear, ring failure, ring buildup, spark plug 

fouling, combustion chamber oil burn, low lubricity levels, internal component wear and 

component failure.  

126. By March 2015, GM extended its warranty for the PCV problems on all 2010 to 

2014 model year Class Vehicles to include “no charge” coverage up through 10 years or 120,000 

miles, whichever comes first. See Exhibit 1. 
 
127. GM acknowledged that its PCV system contributed to oil consumption in TSB #13-

06-01-003H: Excessive Oil Consumption – Perform Oil Consumption Test and/or Install Piston 

and Piston Ring Kit. Released (Feb 9, 2016). TSBS are only seen by dealerships and not 

consumers; therefore, the Class and the Plaintiffs were unware of its existence. In that TSB, GM 

instructs dealers to “[t]he oil consumption may have clogged/reduced PCV flow. The PCV system 
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should be serviced. Clean any ice/sludge/water/carbon out of the PCV pipes/hoes, the PCV nipple 

on the cam cover, the PCV orifice between the #2 and #3 intake runners.”  

4. The Class Vehicles Do Not Include a Warning System that Protects Drivers 
From the Effects of the Oil Consumption Defect.  
 

128. In addition to the Oil Life Monitoring System (which does not monitor oil level), 

the Class Vehicles include an oil pressure gauge on the dash and an oil canister image that 

ostensibly would illuminate when a vehicle is low on oil. However, neither illuminates for low oil 

level.   

129. The oil pressure gauge in the Class Vehicles fails provide any indication as to when 

a vehicle is dangerously low on oil. The oil pressure gauges in the Class Vehicles either have no 

indicator for low oil pressure, or they contain a single red hash mark (an indication of zero PSI). 

The oil pressure gauges fail to indicate dangerously low oil levels, but instead only illuminate 

when the vehicles have no oil pressure, which is far beyond the point at which a lack of oil and oil 

pressure will damage or destroy the Class Vehicle’s engine.  

130. Upon information and belief, the Class Vehicles communicate no visible or audible 

warnings of destructive oil pressure levels before the engines are damaged, internally seize, or fail 

altogether. Because the Class Vehicles provide no warnings prior to engine seizure or failure, they 

put the Vehicle’s occupants and public safety at risk.  

131. Even if the Class Vehicles did adequately warn drivers of dangerously low oil 

conditions (which they do not), any such warnings would do nothing to prevent the full scope of 

the harms caused by the Oil Consumption Defect. Because the Oil Consumption Defect results in 

oil migrating past the piston rings, it causes carbon buildup on the ring and cylinder surfaces and 

fouls spark plugs, even if drivers diligently, and constantly, top-off their oil. Once the spark plugs 

foul, hazardous engine misfire and engine shutdown events are unavoidable.  
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132. The OLM system, installed in each of the Class Vehicles, exacerbates the oil loss 

and engine damage problems caused by the Oil Consumption Defect, because the customers 

foreseeably rely on the OLM for guidance about when to attend to their engine oil needs. In 

particular, because Plaintiffs and Class Members reasonably do not expect to have to add oil 

between oil changes, they do not think that they need to worry about oil levels until the OLM tells 

them that they are due for an oil change. 

133. On information and belief, GM understands that its customers rely on the OLM for 

guidance as to when to attend to engine oil service needs, including checking engine oil levels. 

Indeed, one of the reasons that GM re-programmed the Class Vehicles’ OLM software was to 

encourage customers to attend to their engine oil level, directly or indirectly (by having the oil 

changed) more often. 

134. GM’s placement of the engine oil dipstick at a position in the engine compartment 

that is difficult to see further encouraged customers to rely on the dash indicators for information 

on when to check or service their engine oil. 

GM could easily have ameliorated this confusion but chose not to do so. For instance, instead of 

saying that the engine oil had “72% quality remaining,” or something similar, GM could have 

programed the OLM to display “Engine oil quality 72% remaining – check engine oil level,” or 

used a comparable method to call the distinction between oil quality and oil level to the customer’s 

attention. 

5. The Oil Consumption Defect in the Class Vehicles Causes Excessive Oil Loss, 
Which Can Lead to Engine Damage.  

135. The Oil Consumption Defect in the Class Vehicles results in excessive oil 

consumption, pre-ignition detonation, premature ring wear, premature ring fouling, premature ring 

failure, and spark plug fouling. It also results in inadequate engine lubricity, which creates 

increased friction, heat, metal on metal contact, and resulting premature engine damage. That 
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means that each Class Vehicle has suffered, and will continue to suffer, internally lubricated 

component premature wear and failure.  

136. The internal engine components that are subject to premature wear and failure 

include: pistons, cylinder walls, rings, valves, valve guides, valve stem seals, lifters, push rods, 

camshafts, rockers, bearings, piston rods, wrist pins, crankshafts, and timing chain components.  

137. Due to the Oil Consumption Defect, all of the Class Vehicles have suffered and will 

continue to suffer excessive oil consumption, creating metal-on-metal friction, heat levels that far 

exceed GM’s original specifications, and resulting premature engine damage and rapid destruction.  

138. Excessive friction and heat expansion will accelerate wear of internal metal 

components, sending metal shavings into the crankcase. The shavings travel through the oil 

passages and frequently become lodged in tight spaces, where they cut into component surfaces 

moving against them and potentially blocking oil passages.  

139. Once the internal components are scarred and/or worn, they cannot be repaired and 

must be replaced. The friction and heat expansion damage caused by the Oil Consumption Defect 

is irreversible.  
 

6. The Oil Consumption Defect Within the Class Vehicles Presents an 
Unreasonable Safety Risk.  

 
140. Without sufficient oil and lubricity, the engines in the Class Vehicles will overheat 

and potentially catch fire.  

141. In its owners’ manuals for the Class Vehicles, GM warns: “Oil levels above or 

below the acceptable operating range shown on the dipstick are harmful to the engine.” Excessive 

oil consumption can cause engine oil levels to fall to a point where oil pressure is reduced. As GM 

expressly acknowledges in the Class Vehicles’ owner’s manuals, low oil pressure presents an 

engine fire risk, stating: “Do not keep driving if the oil pressure is low. The engine can become so 

hot that it catches fire. Someone could be burned. 
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142. Because the OPW system on Class Vehicles does not function properly to warn 

drivers of low oil pressure, the Oil Consumption Defect presents a direct risk of engine fires. 

143. Low oil conditions are also unsafe because, if the engine experiences enough 

damage, the Class Vehicles’ engines will seize and the Class Vehicles will shut down 

unexpectedly, which could cause an accident or leave drivers and passengers stranded in an unsafe 

situation. Upon information and belief, GM warns against this possibility in some of its automobile 

manuals, cautioning drivers that if a vehicle is driven while the engine oil pressure is low, severe 

engine damage may occur.  

144. The Oil Consumption Defect also causes an unreasonable safety risk because 

excessive oil getting past the piston rings and fouling spark plugs causes engine misfires and 

engine shutdown that can leave drivers stranded and without the use of their vehicle. Further, the 

ignition failure caused by fouled spark plugs results in sluggish throttle response which places 

occupants in harm’s way as they interact with other traffic. A Class Vehicle suffering from 

weakened ignition function cannot accelerate as GM intended. A Class Vehicle suffering from 

total ignition failure will not even run. Both conditions place occupants in any number of hazardous 

conditions that would not exist but for the Oil Consumption Defect. 

145. The knocking sound that emits from Class Vehicles is a result of the engine 

undergoing a “spark knock.” Unbeknownst to ordinary drivers, a knocking sound from their Class 

Vehicles’ engine means that complete engine shutdown or a stall could happen at any point 

throughout their trip. Oftentimes, just as with the Plaintiffs, drivers have no idea as to the cause 

and significance of the knocking noise made by their Class Vehicles during normal vehicle use.  

146. As explained above, drivers are not protected from these safety risks by any timely 

warning from their Class Vehicles that their oil levels are getting low. Upon information and belief, 
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the Class Vehicles do not provide any warning of low oil levels until the oil has already reached a 

level that is concurrent with engine misfire and shutdown and therefore unsafe.  

7. GM’s Knowledge and Refusal to Remedy the Oil Consumption Defect  

147. GM knew by no later than late 2009 that the Class Vehicles contained the latent Oil 

Consumption Defect from the time they left the factory. 

148. Alternatively, GM did not adequately test the LAF and LEA piston rings prior to 

their utilization. Instead, GM recklessly introduced the use of inadequately coated faulty low-

tension oil rings that did not provide sufficient compression, without verification that they would 

not adversely impact engine safety and performance.  

149. The Oil Consumption Defect was so prevalent in 2010 to 2013 Chevrolet Equinox 

models that GM issued Service Bulletin, SB-13-06-01-003F (the “Service Bulletin”), attached 

hereto as Exhibit 5, to aid repair technicians who encountered 2010 Class Vehicles with the Oil 

Consumption Defect.  

150. Issued in May of 2014, the 2010 service bulletin acknowledges “[s]ome customers 

may comment on excessive oil consumption and/or that they have to add oil between oil changes.” 

Id.  
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151. In addition to the Service Bulletin that was only distributed to authorized GM 

dealerships, GM sent out a SCAs for Model years 2010, 2011, 2012 to a few owners. Many, did 

not even receive the SCA or know of its existence. An actual version of a MY 2012 SCA is pictured 

below. 
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152. Further, in order to receive a fix pursuant to the SCA, GM requires that an oil 

consumption test be conducted to determine if a full replacement of pistons and rings is required. 

Specifically, GM notes:  

 If the oil consumption test indicates that the rate of consumption is 

less than 1 quart (0.946L) of oil every 2,000 miles (3,200 km), note 

the oil consumption rate and the date that the ECM was 

reprogrammed. No further action is required. 

 If the oil consumption test indicates that the rate of consumption is 

greater than 1 quart (0.946 L) of oil every 2,000 miles (3,200 km), 

note the oil consumption rate, date that the ECM was reprogrammed 

and replace the pistons and rings. 

153. Many of the consumers who received notice SCA from GM did not receive the 

piston ring repair. Namely, despite a Class Member’s Class Vehicle exhibiting excessive oil 

consumption, often dealerships tell the Class Members their Class Vehicles have not exhibited 

sufficient oil consumption to receive the fix under the GM’s TSB or its SCAs. Upon information 

and belief, thousands of customers have been denied piston ring replacements pursuant to the terms 

of the TSB and SCAs and others never received notice of the defect or its eligibility for coverage 

at all.  

154. GM had knowledge of an excessive and dangerous oil consumption issue during 

the class period due to the faulty LAF and LEA piston rings and related defects in the engine. The 

excessive oil consumption indicates that there is a severe and latent defect with the engine that 

would have been demonstrated had GM performed adequate testing. 
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155. GM had and continues to have a duty to disclose the Oil Consumption Defect and 

the associated out-of-pocket repair costs to Plaintiffs and Class Members because: (1) the defect 

poses an unreasonable safety hazard; (2) GM had and continues to have exclusive knowledge 

and/or access to material facts about the Class Vehicles and engines that is not reasonably 

discoverable by Plaintiffs and Class Members; (3) GM has actively and fraudulently concealed the 

defect from its customers despite its knowledge, and (4) GM has communicated half-truths to 

customers, directly through owner letters and indirectly through its dealer network, regarding the 

nature of the Oil Consumption Defect. 

B. Customers Repeatedly Complained about Excessive Oil Consumption and Engine 
Damage in the Class Vehicles and Earlier Models. 
 

156. As shown below, excessive oil loss, loud ticking or knocking noises coming from 

the engines, and stalling have been common complaints among drivers of Equinoxes from 2009 to 

present. During the class period there was an unusually large number of complaints of excessive 

oil consumption such that GM was put on notice of a specific problem. 

157. On information and belief, GM began its design and manufacture of the 2.4L 

EcoTec engine under the “Old GM,” i.e., the GM that filed bankruptcy and was ultimately 

reconstituted into “New GM” in 2009. As recognized by the Second Circuit, when Old GM 

declared bankruptcy, Defendant (New GM) immediately took over its business, without any 

“reorganization” as traditionally takes place in the case of a bankruptcy. Elliot v. GM LLC, 829 

F.3d 135, 145-46 (2d Cir. 2016). Knowledge derived from complaints received by Old GM can be 

imputed to Defendant GM, at least insofar as that knowledge was in the possession of Old GM 

employees who continued employment at New GM or the knowledge was contained in a file 

transferred from Old GM to New GM. See In re Motors Liquidation Co., 541 B.R. 104, 108 (Bankr. 

S.D.N.Y. 2015). Thus, upon information and belief, Defendant GM, at its inception, like Old GM, 
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had knowledge of the Oil Consumption Defect relating to the EcoTec 2.4L engineering, research, 

and testing.  

158. Upon information and belief, faced with the fact that Class Vehicles were suffering 

excessive oil and engine damage due to the Oil Consumption Defect, GM issued multiple 

Technical Service Bulletins addressing the oil consumption issue (“TSBs”). But it did not recall 

all models affected by the Oil Consumption Defect. The TSBs suggested fixes to address 

symptoms and problems caused by or related to the Oil Consumption Defect, but GM eventually 

acknowledged in TSB 13-06-01-003 that the minimum necessary repair or component part 

replacement necessary to address this defect involved replacing the piston assemblies, including 

both pistons and piston rings.5 Upon information and belief, the latest version of these TSBs was 

released on February 9, 2016. 

159. Despite this knowledge, GM took no proactive steps like a recall to remedy this 

defect before damage was done to the engines, knowingly leaving Plaintiffs and the other Class 

Members driving defective Class Vehicles.  

160. Upon information and belief, thousands of purchasers and lessees of the Class 

Vehicles have experienced manifestations of the Oil Consumption Defect. Complaints filed by 

consumers with the NHTSA and posted on various internet sites (e.g, terrainforum.com; 

carcomplaints.com, etc.) demonstrate that the Oil Consumption Defect is widespread.  

161. GM, like other automobile manufacturers, monitors NHTSA and other complaints 

as part of its quality control measures. These complaints, some of which are included below, show 

GM’s awareness of the Oil Consumption Defect and its potential danger (note that spelling and 

grammar mistakes remain as found in the original): 
 

 NHTSA Complaint on July 28, 2017 for 2010 Chevrolet Equinox: 
“TL* THE CONTACT OWNS A 2010 CHEVROLET EQUINOX. 
WHILE DRIVING 5 MPH PULLING INTO A SERVICE STATION, 
THE VEHICLE STARTED TO JERK VIOLENTLY. THE 

                                                                 
5 See TSB #13-06-01-003H: Excessive Oil Consumption – Perform Oil Consumption Test and/or 
Install Piston and Piston Ring Kit. Released (Feb 9, 2016). 
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CONTACT SHIFTED THE GEAR INTO PARK. WHEN SHE 
ATTEMPTED TO SHIFT THE GEAR INTO REVERSE, THE 
GEAR SHIFTER FAILED TO GO INTO REVERSE. THE ENGINE 
WARNING INDICATOR ILLUMINATED WITH FAILURE 
CODE: P0776. THE VEHICLE WAS TAKEN TO AN 
INDEPENDENT MECHANIC (FISHER TRANSMISSION) 
WHERE IT WAS DIAGNOSED THAT THE PISTON RING, SNAP 
RING, AND 3-5R WAVE PLATE WERE DETACHED WITH 
METAL SHELVING AND NEEDED TO BE REPLACED. THE 
VEHICLE WAS NOT REPAIRED. THE MANUFACTURER WAS 
CONTACTED AND INFORMED THE CONTACT THAT THE 
VEHICLE WAS NOT COVERED UNDER THE WARRANTY. 
THE MANUFACTURER DID NOT OFFER FURTHER 
ASSISTANCE. THE APPROXIMATE FAILURE MILEAGE WAS 
113,000. UPDATED 11/07/17*LJ” 

 
 NHTSA Complaint on July 8, 2017 for 2010 Chevrolet Equinox: 

“PURCHASED VEHICLE USED IN 2013 WITH 28K MILES. 
STARTED NOTICING AN ENGINE KNOCK IN 2016, IN 
BETWEEN OIL CHANGES, @ APPRX. 85K MILES. BEGAN 
HAVING TO ADD 3-4 QUARTS OF OIL EVERY 1000 MILES, 
GIVE OR TAKE. CALLED DEALERSHIP FOR SERVICE - 
WHILE WARRANTY WAS STILL IN EFFECT - AND WAS TOLD 
IT WAS A COMMON PROBLEM WITH THIS ENGINE, AND 
ADDING OIL WAS ALL THAT NEEDED TO BE DONE. WHILE 
DEALING WITH THAT, HAD TO REPLACE THE SENSOR, AS 
VEHICLE STALLED WHILE IN A LEFT TURN LANE, WHICH 
ALMOST CAUSED ME TO BE REAR ENDED. DECEMBER 2016 
- OIL CONTINUED TO BE BURNED AT AN ALARMING RATE, 
SO MY HUSBAND CONTACTED A FRIEND WHO WORKS FOR 
A CHEVY DEALER. WE WERE TOLD NOT ONLY IS THE 
MASSIVE OIL CONSUMPTION NOT NORMAL, BUT THAT GM 
IS FULLY AWARE OF THE PROBLEM, BUT REFUSING TO 
ISSUE A RECALL OR PAY TO HAVE THE PISTONS 
REPLACED! 2017 - HAVE CONTINUED TO ADD 2-4 QUARTS 
OF OIL EVERY 1000 MILES OR SO; THEN MAY 2017, 
RECEIVED NOTICE FROM GM ACKNOWLEDGING THE 
PISTON RING WEAR/EXCESSIVE OIL CONSUMPTION, BUT 
THAT IT'S ONLY REPAIRABLE WITHIN 7 YEARS 6 MONTHS 
OF ORIGINAL IN-SERVICE DATE, OR 120,000 MILES, 
WHICHEVER COMES FIRST! SERIOUSLY?! I AM PAST BOTH 
& AM PISSED OFF! GM HAS KNOWN ABOUT THIS PROBLEM 
FOR YEARS, AND NEEDS TO TAKE FULL RESPONSIBILITY, 
NOT IMPOSE A YEAR/MILEAGE CAP! I WONDER IF A CLASS-
ACTION LAWSUIT WOULD WAKE THEM UP? I'M NOT 
OPPOSED TO LOOKING INTO IT! DON'T GET ME WRONG - 
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PREVIOUS TO MY EQUINOX, I OWNED AN HHR FOR 11 
YEARS, AND PRIOR TO THAT, A SUBURBAN FOR 5 YEARS. I 
LIKE MY CHEVY'S BUT THIS ISSUE HAS LEFT A BAD TASTE 
FOR THEM, AND AM TOTALLY UNIMPRESSED WITH THEIR 
LACK OF CONCERN REGARDING THIS ISSUE. FOR THOSE 
OF US THAT ARE PAST THE VERY CONVENIENT 
YEARS/MILES, THIS IS A VERY EXPENSIVE OUT OF POCKET 
REPAIR. I CAN'T EVEN TRADE IT IN, AS I STILL OWE ON THE 
DAMN LOAN!! STEP UP GM, & DO THE RIGHT THING! BY 
THE WAY - HUBBY IS REPLACING THE TIMING CHAIN 
TODAY :O[“ 

 
 NHTSA Complaint on July 8, 2017 for 2010 Equinox: “WAS TOLD 

BY MY MECHANIC THE VEHICLE WAS BURNING OIL. 
FOUND OUT IN MAY 2017 THAT CHEVY IS AWARE OF A 
DEFECTIVE PISTON RING PROBLEM THAT CAUSES THIS. 
THEY HAVE BEEN AWARE SINCE AT LEAST 2015. WAITED 2 
YEARS TO NOTIFY ME BY MAIL. WHEN I WENT TO A 
DEALER TO HAVE PROBLEM FIXED I WAS TOLD VEHICLE 
HAS TOO MANY MILES ON IT. IT WOULD NOT HAVE HAD 
TOO MANY MILES HAD I BENN NOTIFIED 2 YEARS AGO!” 

 

 NHTSA Complaint on October 15, 2017 for 2012 Chevrolet Equinox: 
“TL* THE CONTACT OWNS A 2012 CHEVROLET EQUINOX. 
WHILE DRIVING VARIOUS SPEEDS, A KNOCKING NOISE 
WAS HEARD COMING FROM THE ENGINE WITHOUT 
WARNING. THE VEHICLE WAS TAKEN TO AN 
INDEPENDENT MECHANIC WHO DIAGNOSED THAT THERE 
WAS A FAILURE WITH THE PISTON RING, WHICH CAUSED 
EXCESSIVE OIL CONSUMPTION. THE VEHICLE WAS NOT 
REPAIRED. THE CONTACT RECEIVED AN EXTENDED 
WARRANTY NOTIFICATION FOR THE ENGINE. THE 
MANUFACTURER STATED THAT THE VEHICLE WAS NOT 
COVERED UNDER THE EXTENDED WARRANTY DUE TO 
EXCESSIVE MILEAGE. THE FAILURE MILEAGE WAS 
APPROXIMATELY 115,000." 

 

 NHTSA Complaint on February 3, 2017 for 2012 Chevrolet Equinox: 
“I PURCHASED THIS PRE-OWNED EQUINOX SEPTEMBER 30. 
IN DECEMBER I FOUND OUT FROM MY MECHANIC THAT 
THERE IS AN OIL CONSUMPTION PROBLEM. IT'S NOT 
LEAKING OIL, IT'S USING OIL. HE PRINTED OUT 
DOCUMENTATION THAT SHOWS 2012 EQUINOX VEHICLES 
HAVE THIS OIL CONSUMPTION PROBLEM DUE TO FAULTY 
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PISTON AND PISTON RING INSTALLATION. I BROUGHT IT 
TO MY LOCAL GMC/CHEVY DEALER AND HE SAID THERE 
IS NOTHING THAT GMC WILL DO FOR ME AND THAT IT 
WOULD BE $3,000 TO FIX. I ASKED FOR AN OIL 
CONSUMPTION TEST BUT HE DIDN'T FOLLOW THROUGH 
TO SCHEDULE IT. THE VEHICLE HAD A POWER TRAIN 
WARRANTY THAT EXPIRED THIS LAST OCTOBER. 
BECAUSE OF THAT IT WON'T BE REPAIRED AT NO COST TO 
ME. BECAUSE THIS IS A KNOWN ISSUE THAT THIS VEHICLE 
ENGINE WAS PUT TOGETHER INCORRECTLY, THERE IS NO 
WAY THAT I SHOULD PAY FOR THE REPAIR. OVER TIME 
THIS WILL CAUSE IRREPARABLE DAMAGE TO THE 
ENGINE, LEAVING ME WITH MULTIPLE EXPENSIVE 
UPKEEP AND THE INABILITY TO SELL. IT JUST TURNED TO 
82,000 MILES. MY FIRST AMERICAN BOUGHT CAR AFTER 
OWNING FOREIGN CARS FOR DECADES. WANTED TO BE 
PATRIOTIC. I WON'T HAVE THAT MISJUDGMENT AGAIN. I 
FELT STUCK AT FIRST BUT THEN REALIZED THAT THIS IS 
NOT AN ACCEPTABLE CONCLUSION. GMC NEEDS TO 
STAND BEHIND WHAT THEY HAVE BUILT.” 

 
 NHTSA Complaint on February 11, 2017 for 2010 Chevrolet 

Equinox-“THE VEHICLE WAS IN MOTION, ACCELERATING 
ON A FREEWAY ENTRANCE RAMP. AS I WAS MERGING, 
THE ENGINE LOST POWER AND STARTED A LOUD 
KNOCKING NOISE. I COULD NOT ACCELERATE, STARTED 
SLOWING, BUT WAS ABLE TO GET TO THE SHOULDER. I 
HAD THE VEHICLE TOWED TO THE NEAREST CHEVY 
DEALER, WHERE A QUICK DIAGNOSIS WAS THAT THE 
ENGINE HAD FAILED, AND WOULD HAVE TO BE 
REPLACED. THIS ENGINE HAS HAD 2 WARRANTY REPAIRS 
RELATED TO OIL ISSUES (8/2011 AND 8/2014). IN BOTH 
CASES THE TIMING CHAINS, TENSIONER, GASKETS AND 
SEALS, ETC. WERE REPLACED. ALSO, IN 2014 THERE WAS A 
RECALL TO REPROGRAM THE OIL LIFE MONITOR. THERE 
WAS A RECALL LETTER IN SEPTEMBER, 2014 REGARDING 
EXCESSIVE ENGINE OIL USE DUE TO PISTON RING WEAR 
CAUSED BY THE PREVIOUS ISSUES. THIS CONDITION WAS 
TO HAVE AN EXTENDED WARRANTY OF 10 YEARS OR 
120,000 MILES. I BLAME THE ENGINE FAILURE AS AN 
EXTENSION OF THESE OIL RELATED ISSUES, WHILE 
CHEVY SAYS 'NO".” 

 

 NHTSA Complaint on October 10, 2017 for 2010 Chevrolet Equinox: 
“GM IS AWARE OF AN OIL CONSUMPTION ISSUE ON 
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2010MY+ CHEVY EQUINOX AND GMC TERRAIN WITH THE 
2.4L ECOTEC ENGINE. THEY HAVE SO FAR ISSUED SERVICE 
BULLETINS FOR 2010-2012MY TO REPLACE THE PISTON 
RINGS AND TIMING CHAIN BECAUSE IN THIS SITUATION, 
THE TIMING CHAIN CAN STRETCH CAUSING IT TO SKIP 
SEVERAL TEETH AND CAUSE ENGINE DAMAGE. I 
COMPLAINED ABOUT EXCESSIVE OIL CONSUMPTION (1 
QUART EVERY ~1000 MILES) TO THE DEALER. THE DEALER 
IS INSTRUCTED TO DO AN OIL CONSUMPTION TEST BY GM. 
200 MILES AFTER WE BEGAN THIS OIL CONSUMPTION 
TEST, I STARTED THE CAR ONE MORNING AND THERE 
WERE LOUD SOUNDS COMING FROM THE ENGINE 
COMPARTMENT. I CALLED FOR A TOW TO THE DEALER 
AND THEY SAID THE ENGINE WAS SEVERELY DAMAGED 
AND A NEW ENGINE IS RECOMMENDED. GM DOESN'T 
WANT TO TAKE OWNERSHIP FOR THIS KNOWN ISSUE. 
BULLETIN SB-10058791-5041” 

 

 NHTSA Complaint on October 10, 2017 for 2013 Chevrolet Equinox: 
“THE ENGINE OF MY CHEVROLET EQUINOX HAS BEEN 
BURNING OFF WAY TOO MUCH OIL. I HAVE SEEN ONLINE 
THAT THIS IS AN ISSUE WITH MANY EQUINOXS. AFTER 
TAKING IT INTO THE DEALERSHIP, I WAS TOLD THAT THE 
PISTON RINGS ARE NOT SEALING, AND THUS LETTING 
MORE OIL THROUGH TO BE BURNED. THE ESTIMATED 
COST FOR REPAIR IS 3300 DOLLARS. CONSIDERING IT IS AN 
ENGINE FAILURE, GM SHOULD BE ON THE LINE FOR THAT 
COST. IT IS ALSO DANGEROUS, AS NO CHECK ENGINE 
LIGHT CAME ON WHEN MY OIL WAS DRAMATICALLY LOW 
LONG BEFORE I WAS DUE FOR AN OIL CHANGE. OVERALL 
A DANGEROUS FACTOR.” 

 

 NHTSA Complaint on September 12, 2017 for 2011 Chevrolet 
Equinox: “#43180: VOLUNTARY PRODUCT EMISSION 
RECALL – HIGH PRESSURE FUEL PUMP – (SEP 30, 2016) CAR 
STALLS AFTER IDLING WHEN PULLING OUT OF PARKING 
LOT OR IN A SLOW START UP OR TRANSITIONING FROM 
REVERSE TO DRIVE. CAUSING THE VEHICLE TO LOSE 
POWER AND MANEUVERABILITY. THE ENGINE MOUNTED 
HIGH PRESSURE FUEL PUMP IN THESE VEHICLES MAY 
DEVELOP EXCESSIVE WEAR ON THE PLUNGER PISTON 
SHAFT AND SHAFT SEAL. IF THIS HAPPENS FUEL CAN LEAK 
INTO THE ENGINE OIL CRANKCASE AND RESULT IN THE 
ENGINE RUNNING ROUGH AND ILLUMINATION OF THE 
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MALFUNCTION INDICATOR LAMP. THE ISSUE HAS BEEN 
ONGOING FOR PAST SEVERAL YEARS.” 

 

 NHTSA Complaint on May 15, 2015 for 2013 Chevrolet Equinox: 
”THE ENGINE BURNS ABOUT A QUART OF OIL PER 1000 
MILES. WE HAD A DEALER LOOK INTO IT, INCLUDING A DIP 
TEST EVERY 500 MILES. THEY FOUND THAT IT IS INDEED 
BURNING OIL, AND SAID DUE TO LOW TENSION RINGS AND 
SHORT SKIRT PISTON, THIS WAS NORMAL. I'M NO 
MECHANIC, BUT 3 QUARTS OF OIL PER NORMAL OIL 
CHANGE INTERVALS SEEMS REALLY EXCESSIVE. IT'S 
BEEN LIKE THIS PRETTY MUCH SINCE WE BOUGHT IT NEW. 
I GUESS IT COULD BE SAFETY RELATED BECAUSE SEVERE 
OIL CONSUMPTION COULD CAUSE A FIRE.” 

 

 NHTSA Complaint on August 15, 2017 for 2011 Chevrolet Equinox: 
“DEALER LOOKED AT IT, IT USES OIL THEY SAY THERE IS 
AN ISSUE WITH STRETCHED TIMING CHAINS AND PISTON 
RINGS, WHICH COMPANY HAS ADMITTED THERE IS A 
PROBLEM WITH. BRANDED TITLE IS STOPPING THE FIXING 
OF PROBLEM. ONLY ISSUE TO MAKE TITLE BRANDED WAS 
BUMPER AND AC UNIT ISSUES(HAD TO DO WITH THE 
INSURANCE COMPANY IN THE STATE IT HAPPENED IN). 
THERE WASN'T ANY DAMAGE TO ENGINE / MOTOR. GM 
WILL NOT STAND BEHIND THERE PRODUCT LIKE THEY 
CLAIM. THEY ALREADY ISSUED THIS POLICY #15285, THEY 
SHOULD HONOR THE FIX!! - REGARDLESS! VEHICLE IS 2011 
WITH ONLY 67,000 MILES. CALLED GM CUS. SUPPORT, AS 
TOLD BY DEALER,THEY COULDN'T HELP. REPORT # 8-
3169085035” 

 
 NHTSA Complaint on June 26, 2017 for 2012 Equinox-“WE BUY 

THIS CAR FROM CHEVROLET COMPANY ON NOVEMBER 
14,2011. 

 
 SINCE THAT TIME THE CAR WAS NOT IN OFTEN USE. UP TO 

ONE YEAR IT IS WAS IN THE STORAGE 
 
 WHEN WE BEGAN TO USE IT REGULAR WE NOTE THAT THE 

ENGINE HAS SOME FACTORY DEFECT, THE ENGINE OIL IS 
OFTEN DID NON RECEIVE TO EVEN 5000 MILES, AT THE 
2500 MILES ESTIMETELY, WE WERE FORCE TO ALWAYS 
CHANGE OIL, THE OIL COLOR OF THE ENGINE WAS 
ALWAYS VERY BLACK AS DIRTY, WE ALWAYS WERE 
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WONDERING, WHY THE COLOR OF THE ENGINE OIL IS 
TURNS VERY BLACK, LIKE WE DID NOT CHANGED IT FOR 
LONG TIME.”  

 
 
 NHTSA Complaint on May 31, 2017 for 2012 Chevrolet Equinox-   

“BOUGHT USED AND THEN STARTED NOTICING OIL 
DISAPPEARING. TOOK TO DEALER, OIL CONSUMPTION 
TEST DONE, DEALER SAYS NORMAL USE. NO HELP FROM 
THE DEALER AT ALL. CONSUMPTION GOT WORSE, WENT 
FROM 2 QUARTS TO 4 QUARTS BETWEEN OIL CHANGES. IN 
THE MEANTIME HAD TO REPLACE CATALYTIC 
CONVERTER AND A CRACKED EXHAUST MANIFOLD AND 
NOW HAVE A CHECK ENGINE LIGHT INDICATING O2 
SENSOR PROBLEM, GAS MILEAGE DROPPING TOO. AFTER 
RESEARCHING, THESE PROBLEMS SEEM TO BE CAUSED BY 
THE OIL USE ISSUE. ENGINE PROBABLY NEEDS NEW RINGS 
AND PISTONS ($2500 AT THE DEALER) BUT OTHER 
INTERNAL DAMAGE MAY BE PRESENT SO COST MAY BE 
EVEN MORE. I FOUND ON THE INTERNET THAT GM HAD 
EXTENDED WARRANTY FOR THIS ISSUE BUT ONLY UP TO 
7 YRS OR 120K MILES. SO, I AM OUT OF LUCK AND DEALER 
DID NOT MENTION THIS AS THIS STARTED WHILE STILL 
UNDER 120K MILES. CONSULTED A HONEST MECHANIC 
FRIEND AND HE SAYS IT WOULD BE CHEAPER TO REPLACE 
THE ENGINE. HE QUOTED $1800 FOR ENGINE AND LABOR, 
TURN KEY JOB, WITH A ONE YEAR WARRANTY ON 
EVERYTHING. I TRUST HIM. ONLY CHOICE IS TO REPLACE 
ENGINE OR GET RID OF THE CAR.” 

 
 NHTSA Complaint on May, 26 2017 for 2012 Chevrolet Equinox-

“THIS VEHICLE HAS KNOWN OIL CONSUMPTION ISSUES. IN 
APRIL 2016 THE VEHICLE WAS LURCHING AND SHAKING. 
DURING SERVICE OF THE VEHICLE THEY STATED THE OIL 
WAS LOW, WHICH HAS BEEN ON ONGOING ISSUE. WE 
WERE ADVISED TO BRING IT BACK IN AUGUST FOR AN OIL 
CONSUMPTION TEST. WE TOOK IT IN FOR THE OIL 
CONSUMPTION TEST. NOW IN MAY 2017 WE ARE 
EXPERIENCING THE SAME ISSUES. INTERESTINGLY 
ENOUGH THE DEALERSHIP NOW HAS NO RECORD OF THE 
OIL ISSUES, INCLUDING THE OIL CONSUMPTION TEST. THE 
DEALERSHIP RUMMAGED THROUGH THE GLOVE 
COMPARTMENT AND STATED THE VEHICLE WAS ONLY 
GETTING OIL CHANGES EVERY 6000. IN FACT, NOT ALL TO 
THE OIL CHANGE RECEIPTS GO IN THE GLOVE 
COMPARTMENT. WE BELIEVE GM IS ATTEMPTING TO HIDE 
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THE ISSUE. ULTIMATELY THE VEHICLE WILL LURCH AND 
CAUSE PERSONAL INJURY OR PROPERTY DAMAGE.” 

 
 

 NHTSA Complaint on May 5, 2017 for 2012 Chevrolet Equinox: 
”THE CONTACT OWNS A 2012 CHEVROLET EQUINOX. 
WHILE DRIVING 55 MPH, THE VEHICLE RATTLED AND 
MADE A HOST OF NOISES, WHICH INDICATED THAT THERE 
WAS NO OIL IN THE VEHICLE. THE CONTACT STATED THAT 
TWO QUARTS OF OIL WERE PLACED IN THE VEHICLE, BUT 
IT PREMATURELY DISSIPATED BEFORE THE INTENDED 
MILEAGE MARK. THE CONTACT STATED THAT OIL WAS 
ADDED TO THE VEHICLE THREE TIMES IN A SHORT PERIOD 
OF TIME. THE VEHICLE WAS TAKEN TO THE DEALER 
WHERE IT WAS DIAGNOSED THAT THERE WAS AN OIL 
CONSUMPTION FAILURE. THE VEHICLE WAS NOT 
REPAIRED, BUT THE CONTACT MADE AN APPOINTMENT 
WITH THE DEALER. THE MANUFACTURER WAS NOT MADE 
AWARE OF THE FAILURE. THE FAILURE MILEAGE WAS 
91,000.” 

 
 NHTSA Complaint: [2012 Chevy Equinox]-“ON APRIL, 13 2017, 

MY WIFE WAS EXITING THE HIGHWAY ON THE WAY HOME 
FROM WORK. THE VEHICLE IMMEDIATELY SLOWED AND 
SHUT DOWN NEARLY CAUSING HER TO BE RUN OVER BY 
A SEMI-TRACTOR BEHIND HER. BECAUSE THE CAR COULD 
NOT BE RE-STARTED, I HAD IT TOWED TO MY USUAL 
MECHANIC. HIS DIAGNOSIS SHOWED IT HAD A TIMING 
CHAIN FAILURE WHICH TORE UP THE UPPER END OF THE 
MOTOR. IN HIS EXPERIENCE SUCH DAMAGE WAS THE 
RESULT OF OIL ISSUES. THIS CAME AS A GREAT SHOCK TO 
MEASURE I REGULARLY CHANGE THE OIL EVERY 3000 
MILES. I WENT HOME THAT NIGHT AND BEGAN TO 
RESEARCH THIS PROBLEM AND HAVE FOUND THAT THIS 
IS NOT A RARE OCCURRENCE WITH THIS MOTOR. I WOULD 
HAVE TO ADD FROM 1-3 QUARTS OF OIL BETWEEN 
CHANGES BUT BECAUSE THERE WERE NO BULLETINS OR 
RECALLS I WAS TOLD I WOULD JUST HAVE TO DEAL WITH 
IT. SO I GUESS I NEED TO KNOW HOW MANY OF THESE 
VEHICLES HAVE TO DIE IN TRAFFIC OR PEOPLE HAVE TO 
DIE OR BE INJURED BEFORE SOMEONE TAKES NOTICE. I 
WILL HAVE TO REPLACE MY MOTOR (OVER $5000) AND GM 
KNOWS THESE PROBLEMS EXIST. IT WAS JUST A MATTER 
OF TIME. AND TO ADD INSULT TO INJURY, GM EXPECTS ME 
TO HAVE THE VEHICLE TOWED TO THEIR FACILITY AT MY 
EXPENSE SO THEY CAN CONFIRM THE DIAGNOSIS. IF THE 
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DIAGNOSIS IS CONFIRMED, THEN I'LL HAVE TO TOW IT 
BACK TO MY GUY SO HE CAN FIX IT. ANOTHER $200 
BUCKS. ONCE AGAIN, DOESN'T ANYONE MONITOR THE 
INTERNET ABOUT THIS STUFF? PEOPLE GET SO 
FRUSTRATED WHEN DEALING WITH LARGE 
CORPORATIONS, THEY HAVE NO CHOICE BUT TO SHARE 
THEIR STORIES WITH INDEPENDENT SOURCES. AND GM 
SURELY WON'T INCUR ADDITIONAL EXPENSES WITHOUT 
GOVERNMENT SCRUTINY. WE'VE LEARNED THAT THE 
HARD WAY. I JUST WANT THEM TO DO THE RIGHT THING. 
ADMIT IT WAS A PROBLEM-PLAGUED MOTOR AND FIX IT. 
THANK YOU FOR YOUR TIME.” 
 

 NHTSA Complaint on April 13, 2017 for a 2012 Chevrolet Equinox-
“GOES THROUGH 4 QUARTS OF OIL BETWEEN OIL CHAGES 
WHICH ARE DONE EVERY 3 THOUSAND MILES. OIL LIGHT 
DOES NOT COME ON WHEN YOU ARE 3 QUARTS LOW.” 

 
 NHTSA Complaint on October 8, 2016 for a 2012 Chevrolet Equinox-

“TL* THE CONTACT OWNS A 2012 CHEVROLET EQUINOX. 
THE CONTACT STATED THAT THE CHECK OIL ENGINE 
WARNING INDICATOR ILLUMINATED. THE CONTACTED 
ASSUMED THAT THE OIL NEEDED TO BE CHANGED. THE 
VEHICLE WAS TAKEN TO THE DEALER WHERE IT WAS 
DIAGNOSED AS EXCESSIVE OIL CONSUMPTION. THE 
VEHICLE WAS NOT REPAIRED. THE MANUFACTURER WAS 
MADE AWARE OF THE ISSUE. THE FAILURE MILEAGE WAS 
94,000.” 

 
 NHTSA Complaint on March 2, 2017 for a 2012 Chevrolet Equinox: 

“CHECK ENGINE LIGHT CAME ON. CAR HAD BEEN IDLING 
ROUGH AND WOULD ALMOST STALL OUT AT RED LIGHTS. 
ALSO MADE A TICKING NOISE WHEN PRESSING ON THE 
ACCELERATOR AT ABOUT 20-25 MPH. I TOOK IT TO THE 
MECHANIC AND HE FOUND THE OIL LEVEL LOW. 
PERFORMED AN OIL CHANGE AND CLEARED THE 
DIAGNOSTIC CODE. HE ALSO GAVE ME INFORMATION 
PERTAINING TO THIS EXCESSIVE OIL CONSUMPTION 
BULLETIN. NOW I WILL HAVE TO CHECK MY OIL LEVEL 
AND MAKE SURE TO GET AN OIL CHANGE EVERY 3000 
MILES.” 
 

 NHTSA Complaint on April 03, 2017 for a 2013 Chevrolet Equinox-
“USING WAY TO MUCH OIL. VERY DISAPPOINTED. I BUY A 
CAR TO KEEP LONG TERM. PRETTY OBVIOUS THIS 
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PROBLEM WAS WELL KNOWN BY AUTOMAKER. I WAS 
NEVER NOTIFIED. WILL NEVER BUY A GM AGAIN!!!!” 

 
 NHTSA Complaint on March 16, 2017 a 2013 Chevrolet Equinox: ”I 

HAD 100,000 MILES ON MY CHEVY EQUINOX AND IN 
DECEMBER WITH OUT WARNING THE ENGINE BLEW UP. I 
HAD RECENTLY HAD A OIL CHANGE BUT WAS TOLD THE 
ENGINE BARELY HAD ANY OIL. I HAD ARRIVED AT A 
DOCTORS OFFICE WAS THERE FOR A HOUR AND WHEN I 
WENT TO START MY CAR IT WAS COMPLETELY DEAD. I 
HAD TO REPLACE THE ENGINE.” 

 
 NHTSA Complaint on March 20, 2015 for a 2013 Chevrolet Equinox: 

“TL* THE CONTACT OWNS A 2013 CHEVROLET EQUINOX. 
WHILE DRIVING AT AN UNKNOWN SPEED, A LOUD 
ABNORMAL TICKING SOUND EMITTED FROM THE 
VEHICLE WITHOUT WARNING. THE VEHICLE WAS TAKEN 
TO A DEALER WHERE IT WAS DIAGNOSED THAT THERE 
WAS NO OIL IN THE VEHICLE. THE TECHNICIAN 
PERFORMED AN OIL CHANGE AND COMPRESSION TEST 
EVERY 1,000 MILES. THE CONTACT WAS INFORMED THAT 
THE PISTON IN THE ENGINE FAILED AND NEEDED TO BE 
REPLACED. THE VEHICLE WAS REPAIRED, BUT THE 
FAILURE RECURRED. THE VEHICLE WAS TAKEN TO AN 
INDEPENDENT MECHANIC WHERE THE TECHNICIAN 
STATED THAT THE VEHICLE WAS BURNING OIL RAPIDLY. 
THE VEHICLE WAS NOT REPAIRED. ON ANOTHER 
OCCASION, THE VEHICLE FAILED TO SHIFT GEARS 
PROPERLY. THE VEHICLE WAS TAKEN TO THE DEALER 
WHERE IT WAS DIAGNOSED THAT THE TRANSMISSION 
NEEDED TO BE REPLACED. THE TRANSMISSION WAS 
REPAIRED WITH UNKNOWN PARTS. THE CONTACT ALSO 
STATED THAT THE WINDSHIELD WIPERS FAILED TO 
OPERATE INTERMITTENTLY. THE VEHICLE WAS NOT 
DIAGNOSED OR REPAIRED. THE MANUFACTURER WAS 
NOT NOTIFIED OF THE FAILURE. THE FAILURE MILEAGE 
WAS 33,000.” 

 
 www.carcomplaints.com on July 10, 2015 for a 2012 Chevrolet 

Equinox: I had the exact same issues as everyone else. The 2012 
Equinox started to sound like an old Model T and would die at red 
lights. I took to our mechanic and he said there was no oil in the car! 
He called the Chevy rep for us which came to look and told him we 
needed a new engine because we let it run with no oil. Our mechanic 
said well I change their oil every 5,000 miles so I know that's not true. 
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The rep said they need to be changing every 1,000 miles! We could 
not believe it so I called Detroit. GM said this was normal and my 
husband should be putting oil in it all the time. We went with a brand 
new engine because were told if we put an old one in the same thing 
would happen again. Once its paid off it will be gone! We will never 
buy another Chevrolet again! Now my daughter drives it, we taught 
her how to check the oil and add if needed! OMG REALLY???? 

 
 
 www.carcomplaints.com on September 15, 2009 for a 2010 Chevrolet 

Equinox: “Amazingly, after several trips to Len Stoler for an oil 
consumption test. they said that it never used more then a quart of oil 
per thousand. I decided to check their honesty. I drained and oil and 
made sure it was 1.5 quarts low. Amazingly according to Len Stoler, 
it didn't use more then a quart. That's when I stopped taking it for the 
oil consumption test.” 

 www.carcomplaints.com on November 27, 2009 for a 2010 Chevrolet 
Equinox: “I have 80,000 miles on my car at this point. However, this 
oil consumption has been happening since I have owned the car. I have 
asked why my car runs so rough no one seems to know. Luckily I get 
my oil changed every 3000 miles, however no one until recently 
noticed I have no oil in my engine at that time. Although they are 
fixing it this is not the only thing I have had wrong.” 

 
 www.carcomplaints.com on September 1, 2010 for a 2010 Chevrolet 

Equinox: “What kind of engine burns a litre (quart) every 1000km 
(620miles)? A 2.4L 4cyl piece of garbage from GM, that's what kind! 
Maybe the engine just needs to be broken in. Nope, that's not it. Maybe 
it needs synthetic. Nope, not that either. The geniuses at my dealership 
were pretty stumped when I approached them back in 2010 with this 
problem. They told me I had to do something called an "oil report" to 
confirm that it was burning oil. Cause that's something that people lie 
about? Regardless, This process involves me driving out of my way 
to the dealership everytime I get low on oil - which is about every 2nd 
tank of gas. What if I'm out of town? "Well...try to get topped up 
before you go". Right, because I have time for that. Huge 
inconvenience? Absolutely. Apparently this oil report was a huge 
inconvenience for them as well. Every time I showed up at the 
dealership to get oil added, they treated me like a second class citizen. 
So I gave up on the oil report and resigned myself to adding a litre at 
every 2nd fill up. Now, 4 years later I read online that some people are 
getting their engines replaced as a result of excessive oil consumption! 
Thanks CARCOMPLAINTS.COM! I'll be working on my dealership 
to replace my engine. Then I will be trading in my Equinox for an 
import.” 
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 www.carcomplaints.com on April 2, 2010 for a 2010 Chevrolet 
Equinox: “As a consumer that works extremely hard for her $$$ I’d 
like to for warn you about what your future could hold if you purchase 
a brand new vehicle with GM Canada. I bought the 2010 Chevy 
Equinox – base model, no extras, brand new. I really love(d) this car, 
I was beyond happy with the look, the drive, everything ... that is until 
20,000km hit when my car began to sound like it had a diesel engine. 
I worked very closely with my dealership for the next several months 
to try and determine the cause. They changed belts and did other small 
repairs, however the engine continued to always go back to this noise? 
One day I was driving the vehicle and it began to shake vigorously at 
a stoplight, so I went straight to the dealership and they told me my 
car had no oil in it?! Weird, the oil light never came on! Nor did the 
engine light, yet the car was on the verge of the engine seizing – scary! 
So those sensors, don’t depend on them! I'm glad I was city driving, 
and not on the highway that day. When I returned 2 days later for an 
oil change – I was told the car had a major oil leak. I live in a new 
home, new driveway – and there was no oil on the ground. Where is 
all this oil going? So I went on an oil consumption report to help GM 
understand the issue. For 10,000km I had to visit the dealership every 
1000km so that they could monitor the issue. This is my oil history: 
June 30th – 2 ½ liters added July 2nd – Engine required shampooing 
due to excessive oil leak, dye ball placed in oil tank to determine were 
the oil came from. July 12th – Drop off car for overnight service to 
determine were the oil was leaking from July 13th – Told a part has 
been ordered, gasket cover broke and needed to be replaced, once done 
I’ll go back on the oil consumption report. Still very concerned that 
I’m being told I had a massive leak yet no trace of oil on my driveway? 
July 26th – add 500ml of oil Aug – 1.5 liters added, GM recommends 
decarbonizing before taking engine apart Aug 22nd – drop off car for 
the decarbonizing, pick up then come back in 1000km Sept 8th – 
350ml added, told I may need to have the engine pulled apart Sept 
20th – Was told the car was fine, no oil burned Oct 7th – 1.5L added, 
told to call my service adviser on Monday to schedule the drop off and 
get me in a rental so they can take a part the engine. I truly believe that 
because this issue clearly began back at 20,000km I voiced that I did 
not want them to rebuild, instead I wanted them to replace the engine. 
I’ve put so much money into maintaining the car that I felt it was only 
fair, but GM said their policy is to take apart the engine to find the 
problem. I once again voiced my concern that the oil & engine light 
did not come on, they said they’ll look into it. I also would like them 
to tell me if the line my vehicle came off of, has anyone else 
experienced this issue? Because I’ve read other people’s blog’s saying 
they had the same problem I’m having so I’m wondering, did their car 
come from the same line as mine? I told them the reason I wanted (and 
felt I deserved) a new engine was because of the maintenance I’ve put 
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into trying to prolong the life of the car by doing all recommended 
service. If you take the fact that the issue began at 20,000km and I’m 
now at 65,000km and its still occurring, plus the fact that they have no 
idea why it’s burning oil, how can they be sure it hasn’t caused any 
other damage to my engine? I’m not a service technician so how do I 
know that this oil issue isn’t contributing or causing other strains that 
may not be visible now however could develop down the line from 
this unknown reoccurring problem? If I didn’t do all the recommended 
service I’d be ok ... well not ok, but I'd understand the rebuild. But 
why did I pay for all that extra service? To me this appears to be a 
manufacturer’s defect (unknown burning oil/censers don’t respond) 
and not regular wear and tear. I mean, hey, if the oil in your vehicle 
wasn’t an important factor, why do we all do oil changes? Aren’t we 
all told that by not doing oil changes along with other maintenance 
were decreasing the life of a vehicle? Yet I was told by GM Customer 
Care – “Ma’am, the issue will be noted on file for future reference” – 
that’s reassuring, right? So, now, after I’ve been able to share my story 
I hope this helps you in your decision in purchasing a new GM, or any 
new car for that matter. I always tell myself to learn from my 
misfortunes and today I’ve learned that when I’m thinking about 
buying another vehicle I will buy used, for sure. If I knew that buying 
new would provide me with this kind of service and reliability I would 
have definitely explored more options. I made the mistake of thinking 
that by buying a new vehicle I would have assurance that I would have 
a reliable vehicle, and that with maintenance I could hopefully get a 
good life out of the car, for my family. I was mistaken. ☹ P.S. If I’m 
wrong PLEASE educate me cause I have no idea how cars work, I’m 
basing my feeling purely on business, product and ethics, so I’d love 
some feedback – bad or good please.” 

 
 www.carcomplaints.com on May 27, 2015 for a 2012 Chevrolet 

Equinox: “I had 2 oil consumption tests done in 2015 before 100,000 
miles and was told both times that my car "met the specs". I have to 
travel around with quarts of oil in my car because I constantly have to 
check the oil and fill it up. 

 
 I recently received a letter from Chevrolet stating that they now 

acknowledge an oil consumption problem with this model year 
Equinox. My problem is I now have 138,000 miles and the fix is for 
vehicles with less than 120,000 miles. Neither my car dealership 
(Anoka MN) or Chevrolet are willing to fix the problem because I now 
have over 120,000 miles, even though I was having the problem below 
100,000 miles. 

 
 I am definitely angry about this and am going to go to the top to 

address this issue. I'd like to know why 120,000 miles is the "magical 
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number" for mileage. I am looking for a new vehicle and will not buy 
an Equinox and will not by a Chevrolet. I feel I have not been dealt 
with fairly.” 

 
 www.carcomplaints.com on June 6, 2017 for a 2012 Equinox-“I 

BOUGHT A 2012 CHEVROLET EQUINOX WITH APPROX 2000 
MILES AT TIME OF PURCHASE. AROUND 20,000 MILES I 
NOTICED IT USING OIL BETWEEN OIL CHANGES. TOOK IT 
TO CHEVROLET IN 2015, TOLD THEM THE PROBLEM. THEY 
REPLACED THE SEAL WITH OIL FILTER. THE LAST YEAR IT 
HAS STALLED, ENGINE KNOCK AND STILL USING MORE 
OIL. I GOT A LETTER MAY 2017 SAYING I NEED TO TAKE 
THE EQUINOX TO CHEVROLET DEALER IF I HAVE ANY 
PROBLEMS STATED IN THE LETTER, WHICH I HAVE AND 
STILL DO. THEY TOLD ME I HAD TO DRIVE IT 500 MILES, 
BRING IT BACK TO DO A ENGINE OIL PRESSURE TEST. AM 
STILL DRIVING IT. AFRAID TO BUT VERY WORRIED AND 
CONCERNED ABOUT THIS PROBLEM.” 

 
 www.carcomplaints.com on December 2, 2015 for a 2012 Chevrolet 

Equinox: “The problem started around late 2015 had almost 100,000 
miles on the car started using more oil than usual. Didn't think there 
was a problem but it got worse as time went on started adding two 
quarts of oil between oil changes. Now I'm up to 3 quarts of oil 
between oil changes I didn't realize there was a problem until I got a 
letter from GM saying that they would repair the problem. But now I 
have a 148000 on the car and it's out of warranty, so now what do I 
do.” 

 
 www.carcomplaints.com on October 1, 2016 for a 2012 Equinox-“I 

own a 2012 Equinox LS. I bought the vehicle used with only $25,000 
miles. At around $35,000 miles the timing chain had to be replaced. 
Shortly after I had to start an oil consumption test, the vehicle was not 
running well and the engine was ticking. No oil on the dipstick and 
vehicle was not even close to the next oil change due. I'm now at 
$44,000 miles and still doing the oil consumption test. 

 
 This time the Engine is knocking very loudly, no oil on dipstick again, 

yellow bubbly fluid and the smell of gas. Dealer tops it off - down 3 
quarts this time. Come back again between $1,500 and $2,000 miles. 

 
 I was told by the dealership that GM has a special warranty for the 

engine in the 2012 Equinox because they are aware of the problem. I 
was told the pistons are probably bad - and this was said to me when 
we first started the oil consumption test, but I need to do this test in 
order to prove to GM there is a problem. Hoping this is true. 
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 At this point I'm very aggravated and worried the engine will go one 

day while I'm driving.” 
 
 www.carcomplaints.com on February 28, 2017 for a 2012 Equinox-“I 

purchased my 2012 Equinox new, late in 2011. It now has just over 
80,000 miles. I have done all routine maintenance on the vehicle but 
a couple days ago the check engine light came on... so I brought it in 
for service at my dealer. I was told that my vehicle had NO oil... 
nothing was registering on the dip stick at all! I was told that this is a 
prevalent problem with this make and model... that I needed to check 
my oil every 1000 miles now and that I may need to get my pistons 
etc.. replaced. Estimate...$2500.00 ! That was yesterday... and today 
the same check engine light is on. OnStar diagnosis today... same 
problem. In reading the same problem over and over again on this site, 
something needs to be done and there needs to be a recall!” 
 

 www.carcomplaints.com on August 20, 2016 for a 2012 Chevrolet 
Equinox -“I bought this car about 2 years ago and for some reason 
every time I check the oil, the oil is low, even after an oil change. This 
is ridiculous. I just don't understand how a car consumes oil. I took it 
to the dealership and they don't understand why it does that. I took to 
the mechanic to check for leaks, nothing. So where the hell is the oil 
going if its not leaking? I wish I knew this before I bought this car 
because I see big problems with this in the future because my wife 
drives this car and she doesn't know anything about cars. She takes my 
kids to daycare every morning. I keep up with all maintenance that 
needs to be done, but I have a feeling my heads are going blow or 
something bad is going to happen if this problem is not resolved.” 

 
 www.carcomplaints.com on June 1, 2015 for a 2012 Equinox-“We 

purchased a used 2012 Chevrolet Equinox used in early 2015 with a 
little over 27,000 miles showing on the odometer and were well 
pleased with vehicle at the time. About a thousand miles later, I was 
checking the oil and noticed it was low...had to add about 1/2 quart or 
so to top it off. I thought this was unusual since it just had a fresh 
change when we bought it. When I changed the oil about three 
thousand miles later, it was almost a quart low then. The engine now 
has a little over 45,000 miles on it and I'm having to add about 1-2 
quarts in between oil changes, which is ridiculous for a modern 
engine. Searching through the internet tonight, I'm seeing this is a 
common issue for these engines that is being blamed on a faulty 
engineering piston / ring / timing chain design. Has anyone else had 
any luck getting GM to stand behind their product and correct the 
problem or am I just stuck with keeping a case of oil around all the 
time? I'm going to make it my life's calling to tell everyone about this 
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and warn them off this vehicle. We've always bought Ford products in 
the past and I was hesitant about buying a Government Motors 
product, wished now that had trusted my gut on this purchase.” 
 

 www.carcomplaints.com on July 1, 2016 for a 2012 Chevrolet 
Equinox  Do not buy this vehicle. First day I bought it we had to get 
the timing chain replaced. The check engine light stays on. A part that 
had to do with the gas had to be replaced. Now I am dealing with the 
engine oil consumption issue. BTW the warranty is up at 100,000 
mine is at 128,000. I'm burning a quart a week. 

 
 www.carcomplaints.com on June 1, 2014 for a 2012 Chevrolet 

Equinox This car uses excessive oil. I drive several miles a day. I have 
mentioned this to the local dealer and they gave me a list of items to 
"fix" which cost several thousand dollars. I have to monitor my own 
oil because the oil light does not come on when it is real low. It does 
come on when it is time for the oil to be changed. I have owned several 
Chevrolet vehicles but this one has caused me the most problems. I 
have called and there does not appear to be a recall or legitimate 
explanation as to why the car uses so much oil. I do not have a leak on 
the ground. 

 
 www.carcomplaints.com on July 17, 2015 for a 2012 Chevrolet 

Equinox Since the day I bought this vehicle, it has eaten oil. I drive 
the car about 100 miles a day and have to add at least 2 quarts a week. 
I have spoken to other Equinox owners and they all seem to have the 
same issue. Around a quart for every 1000 miles. 
 

 www.carcomplaints.com on December 15, 2017 for a 2012 Chevrolet 
Equinox This car has used a quart of oil every 1000 miles from day 
one....mentioned to my mechanic at regular scheduled oil changes and 
was always told it was normal. Upon looking into my constant 
complaint my mechanic recommended to file a complaint as this oil 
consumption seems to be a big problem. This should be recalled if 
Chevy was reputable. This is the second Chevy and probably the last 
I will purchase, as much as it cost to purchase a nice vehicle you 
should not have to deal with these big issues from day one. Engine 
should be recalled and replaced , not at the owners expense. 

 
 www.carcomplaints.com on June 16, 2016 for a 2012 Chevrolet 

Equinox-“Wife was driving to work and car stopped on highway 
wouldn't start. She called me crying because she loves that car. Got it 
to the local dealership and said it had no oil. Told them there is no way 
that I just checked it a few days ago and topped it off. They tell me 
those engines are bad for going through oil and that the warranty won't 
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fix the problem because all my paper work got thrown away. If GM 
knows about the oil problem in these wouldn't you think they would 
make it right? GM is garbage vehicles, don't buy anything GM.” 

 
 www.carcomplaints.com on June 20, 2016 for a 2012 Chevrolet 

Equinox: “We just found out that the Equinox is known for burning 
excess oil. We never expected to have to check the oil frequently on a 
new vehicle. The engine light came on so my husband checked the oil, 
as it was due for an oil change, and there was no oil on the dipstick! 
He immediately took it the next morning to the dealership in 
Washington, IL. They told him that GM is aware of the problem and 
will replace the engine. How long have we been driving it with no oil 
in it? It doesn't say that the oil level is low. The engine has to be 
ruined! We won't be buying another Chevy.. We have to check the oil 
every 1,000 miles until the next oil change. If it qualifies as a problem 
we will get a new engine. On a fairly new car...Really??” 

 
 www.carcomplaints.com on November 11, 2015 for a 2012 Chevrolet 

Equinox: “Suddenly I noticed a rattling sound that got worse over 
time. I was leaving work when a co-worker heard the noise, came over 
and popped the hood to check the oil level. The stick was dry! He 
asked me to go into the shop (I work at a dealership Not Chevrolet) so 
he could put some oil in for me. He put in two quarts and said come 
in tomorrow for a more thorough check. Engine was down three 
quarts. Gave me a complete oil change and sent me on my way. 

 
 Here it is Feb and the same thing happened. Down four quarts of oil! 

Taking it to Chevy for the inevitable run around. I've dealt with them 
before for other issues. Never a solution. The service writers always 
give me the feeling that I am someone to avoid like the plague and I 
get never a solution . It's all in my head. Never again will I buy a 
Cherolet. #mycheysucks” 

 
 www.carcomplaints.com on April 15, 2015 for a 2012 Chevrolet 

Equinox-“I purchased this 2012 Chevy with intentions of it being my 
last car. I normally purchase foreign cars because I strongly believe in 
the engines. This car burns all of the oil after an oil change in less than 
30 days. I have my car serviced on 4/17/2015 and after checking oil 
before a road trip on 5/11/2015 it was barely on dipstick. After driving 
to Atlanta less than 300 miles I had to add more oil. Using synthetic 
blend gets expensive. I would never recommend this car to anyone. 
The dealer is not at fault but Chevy is because they have received 
numerous complaints. They claim bad oil rings and can be repaired 
for approx. $2500” 
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 www.carcomplaints.com on June 26, 2015 for a 2012 Chevrolet 
Equinox: ”We noticed our engine was rattling and decided we should 
check the oil. It was down 2 quarts so we added oil and since it was 
about time for an oil change, we had it changed. We are now 3,000 
mile into this oil change and have already added oil. We will be 
contacting the dealership to see it there is a fix for this that isn't going 
to cost us an arm and a leg. There is now 72,332 miles on this engine 
and we us Royal Purple Performance synthetic oil.” 

 
 www.carcomplaints.com on June 25, 2015 for a 2012 Chevrolet 

Equinox-“I was a victim of the excessive oil consumption problems 
that, I now understand are common with the Chevy Equinox. I did not 
know that the oil was low, which I had the road and called AAA. 
changed approx 4000 miles before. I first became aware of the 
problem when my engine would stop each time I stopped at an 
intersection. I was on the way to my repair garage when I heard a 
rather loud noise coming from the engine compartment. Pull over to 
the side of Car was towed to my normal service garage. My mechanic 
could not help so I had the car towed to Lawrence Chevrolet in 
Mechanicsburg, Pa. A diagnostic check was made and the dealership 
said that I needed a new engine and that my warranty would not cover 
the cost of the repairs. Estimated costs to me would be about $6000. I 
did not authorized the dealership to fix the vehicle due to the cost. 
Now looking for another way to get the problem fixed.” 

 
 www.carcomplaints.com on December 1, 2014 for a 2012 Chevrolet 

Equinox-“I will never buy another Chevy in this lifetime. I will also 
let everyone I come in contact with know about this issue. My 2012 
Chevy Equinox (JUNK) has about 1,500 miles on the new Dexos 
(Recommended Oil) It sounds like a diesel, dies at red lights, and if I 
check the oil level there isn't one! Problem here? Absolutely! Will 
Chevy cover this under their "100,000 mile powertrain warranty? NO! 
Is this false advertisement on their part? YES! My advice to everyone 
out there. DO NOT BUY A CHEVY OR ANY OTHER VEHICLE 
THEY ARE AFFILIATED WITH! CHEVROLET IS JUNK!!!! 
Thank you for reading! Rant over because it is a waste of my breath 
to talk any more about this auto maker!!!!” 

 
 www.carcomplaints.com on November 1, 2012 for a 2012 Chevrolet 

Equinox “The car uses about 1-2 quarts between oil changes, which 
Chevy recommends at 7,500 miles (using synthetic oil). Every oil 
change they need to put in 1-2 quarts. Chevy states it is "normal" for 
their cars to use oil, as much as 1 quart every 2,000 miles (and that's a 
quote from a Chevy service representative). I have been driving for 
over 40 years and have never had a car use that much oil.” 
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 www.carcomplaints.com on February 6, 2013 for a 2012 Chevrolet 
Equinox -“Purchased this vehicle and assured by the dealer that I was 
getting a great deal. I travel ALOT and use my personal vehicle for it. 
I was in the habit of checking my oil dipstick level every few fill ups. 
I took it in to the dealer to have it looked at when I noticed that the oil 
consumption was about a quart every 1000 miles. I was told then that 
"Yea, you have to keep an eye on your oil level and check it 
frequently. 
 

 My complaint is that if it is known that the engine consumes a quart 
of oil every 1000 miles, why is it NOT in the manual? Why did the 
dealer NOT tell me that this is a known problem when I bought it? 
Why does the manual tell you to change the oil every 4 - 5 k miles? 
By the time you go to change the oil you have been out of oil and have 
damaged the engine. I am a mechanical tech and you can not possibly 
tell me that this is an expected issue for an engine. Why hasn't Chevy 
installed an oil level sensor to tell the owner that the oil level is low? 
 

 I cant wait to get out of this vehicle and will not buy another Chevy 
due to the way I have been treated as to this. I have been treated as if 
it is MY fault. I have 95,000 miles on it. That would be about 70 quarts 
of oil added to it. It is not the cost as much as it is what damage has 
been done to this engine from this. The car is in the shop right now for 
stalling. My regular mechanic says it is the cam position sensor that 
usually does this when the oil gets sludgy due to being low 
occasionally.” 

 

 www.carcomplaints.com on April 2, 2010 for a 2010 Chevrolet 
Equinox: “As a consumer that works extremely hard for her $$$ I’d 
like to for warn you about what your future could hold if you purchase 
a brand new vehicle with GM Canada. I bought the 2010 Chevy 
Equinox – base model, no extras, brand new. I really love(d) this car, 
I was beyond happy with the look, the drive, everything ... that is until 
20,000km hit when my car began to sound like it had a diesel engine. 
When I returned 2 days later for an oil change – I was told the car had 
a major oil leak. I live in a new home, new driveway – and there was 
no oil on the ground. Where is all this oil going? So I went on an oil 
consumption report to help GM understand the issue. For 10,000km I 
had to visit the dealership every 1000km so that they could monitor 
the issue. This is my oil history:  I worked very closely with my 
dealership for the next several months to try and determine the cause. 
They changed belts and did other small repairs, however the engine 
continued to always go back to this noise? One day I was driving the 
vehicle and it began to shake vigorously at a stoplight, so I went 
straight to the dealership and they told me my car had no oil in it?! 
Weird, the oil light never came on! Nor did the engine light, yet the 
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car was on the verge of the engine seizing – scary! So those sensors, 
don’t depend on them! I'm glad I was city driving, and not on the 
highway that day. June 30th – 2 ½ liters added July 2nd – Engine 
required shampooing due to excessive oil leak, dye ball placed in oil 
tank to determine were the oil came from. July 12th – Drop off car for 
overnight service to determine were the oil was leaking from July 13th 
– Told a part has been ordered, gasket cover broke and needed to be 
replaced, once done I’ll go back on the oil consumption report. Still 
very concerned that I’m being told I had a massive leak yet no trace 
of oil on my driveway? July 26th – add 500ml of oil Aug – 1.5 liters 
added, GM recommends decarbonizing before taking engine apart 
Aug 22nd – drop off car for the decarbonizing, pick up then come back 
in 1000km Sept 8th – 350ml added, told I may need to have the engine 
pulled apart Sept 20th – Was told the car was fine, no oil burned Oct 
7th – 1.5L added, told to call my service adviser on Monday to 
schedule the drop off and get me in a rental so they can take a part the 
engine. I truly believe that because this issue clearly began back at 
20,000km I voiced that I did not want them to rebuild, instead I wanted 
them to replace the engine. I’ve put so much money into maintaining 
the car that I felt it was only fair, but GM said their policy is to take 
apart the engine to find the problem. I once again voiced my concern 
that the oil & engine light did not come on, they said they’ll look into 
it. I also would like them to tell me if the line my vehicle came off of, 
has anyone else experienced this issue? Because I’ve read other 
people’s blog’s saying they had the same problem I’m having so I’m 
wondering, did their car come from the same line as mine? I told them 
the reason I wanted (and felt I deserved) a new engine was because of 
the maintenance I’ve put into trying to prolong the life of the car by 
doing all recommended service. If you take the fact that the issue 
began at 20,000km and I’m now at 65,000km and its still occurring, 
plus the fact that they have no idea why it’s burning oil, how can they 
be sure it hasn’t caused any other damage to my engine? I’m not a 
service technician so how do I know that this oil issue isn’t 
contributing or causing other strains that may not be visible now 
however could develop down the line from this unknown reoccurring 
problem? If I didn’t do all the recommended service I’d be ok ... well 
not ok, but I'd understand the rebuild. But why did I pay for all that 
extra service? To me this appears to be a manufacturer’s defect 
(unknown burning oil/censers don’t respond) and not regular wear and 
tear. I mean, hey, if the oil in your vehicle wasn’t an important factor, 
why do we all do oil changes? Aren’t we all told that by not doing oil 
changes along with other maintenance were decreasing the life of a 
vehicle? Yet I was told by GM Customer Care – “Ma’am, the issue 
will be noted on file for future reference” – that’s reassuring, right? 
So, now, after I’ve been able to share my story I hope this helps you 
in your decision in purchasing a new GM, or any new car for that 
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matter. I always tell myself to learn from my misfortunes and today 
I’ve learned that when I’m thinking about buying another vehicle I 
will buy used, for sure. If I knew that buying new would provide me 
with this kind of service and reliability I would have definitely 
explored more options. I made the mistake of thinking that by buying 
a new vehicle I would have assurance that I would have a reliable 
vehicle, and that with maintenance I could hopefully get a good life 
out of the car, for my family. I was mistaken. ☹P.S. If I’m wrong 
PLEASE educate me cause I have no idea how cars work, I’m basing 
my feeling purely on business, product and ethics, so I’d love some 
feedback – bad or good please. 

 www.carcomplaints.com on September 1, 2010 for a 2010 Chevrolet 
Equinox: “What kind of engine burns a litre (quart) every 1000km 
(620miles)? A 2.4L 4cyl piece of garbage from GM, that's what kind! 
Maybe the engine just needs to be broken in. Nope, that's not it. Maybe 
it needs synthetic. Nope, not that either. The geniuses at my dealership 
were pretty stumped when I approached them back in 2010 with this 
problem. They told me I had to do something called an "oil report" to 
confirm that it was burning oil. Cause that's something that people lie 
about? Regardless, This process involves me driving out of my way 
to the dealership everytime I get low on oil - which is about every 2nd 
tank of gas. What if I'm out of town? "Well...try to get topped up 
before you go". Right, because I have time for that. Huge 
inconvenience? Absolutely. Apparently this oil report was a huge 
inconvenience for them as well. Every time I showed up at the 
dealership to get oil added, they treated me like a second class citizen. 
So I gave up on the oil report and resigned myself to adding a litre at 
every 2nd fill up. Now, 4 years later I read online that some people are 
getting their engines replaced as a result of excessive oil consumption! 
Thanks CARCOMPLAINTS.COM! I'll be working on my dealership 
to replace my engine. Then I will be trading in my Equinox for an 
import.” 

 
 www.carcomplaints.com on June 1, 2010 for a 2010 Chevrolet 

Equinox: “Bought my 2010 Equinox new. Really like the car, except 
for the oil consumption problem. Engine used a quart of oil each 1,000 
miles. I put up with it for several years. Then, at 50,000 miles, I took 
it to Bridgewater Chevrolet. Oil consumption test showed excessive 
oil consumption. Dealer replaced the pistons and rings under 
warranty. That was 1,000 miles ago. Engine shows no sign of 
excessive oil consumption now. Should have done this 5 years ago, 
but I had heard that GM was resistant to making needed repairs when 
the problem was first being discovered. Now, I assume, with a 
mountain of evidence and complaints, GM is doing the right thing and 
repairing engines under warranty. If you own this car and have an oil 
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problem, don't wait. Take it to the dealer for test and repair. The 
dealers have a bulletin from GM about the issue, so they are expecting 
to hear from you.” 

 
 www.carcomplaints.com on September 15, 2009 for a 2010 Chevrolet 

Equinox: “Amazingly, after several trips to Len Stoler for an oil 
consumption test. they said that it never used more then a quart of oil 
per thousand. I decided to check their honesty. I drained and oil and 
made sure it was 1.5 quarts low. Amazingly according to Len Stoler, 
it didn't use more then a quart. That's when I stopped taking it for the 
oil consumption test.” 

 

162. GM failed to disclose the defect, or conduct sufficient testing of predecessor vehicle 

models that would have revealed the defect. As a result, GM has caused Plaintiffs and Class 

Members to expend money at its dealerships or other third-party repair facilities and/or to take 

other remedial measures related to the Oil Consumption Defect in the Class Vehicles, such as 

having additional oil containers in the Class Vehicles at all times. 
 
163. Despite its knowledge of the Oil Consumption Defect, GM’s policy when owners 

or lessees of Class Vehicles complain to GM specifically about that defect, is only to tell the 

customer to bring the vehicle in every 500 miles for an oil check, although GM has and had 

knowledge that there was excessive oil consumption as a result of utilizing faulty piston rings and 

related defects. 

164. GM has never fully disclosed the Oil Consumption Defect to consumers. Instead 

GM attempted to squelch public recognition of the Oil Consumption Defect by propagating the 

falsehood that the excessive oil consumption that drivers of the class vehicles were experiencing 

was “normal.”  

165. GM has allowed drivers of the Class vehicles to continue driving those vehicles, 

despite knowing that they are consuming oil at an abnormally high rate, and has continued allowing 

drivers of the Class Vehicles to rely on the Oil Life Monitoring System, despite knowledge that 
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this system does not give notice that the vehicle has less than the amount of oil necessary for proper 

engine lubrication and proper, safe operation. As a result, Class Vehicles suffer engine failure and 

engine damage, including spark plug fouling, ring wear, lifter collapse, bent pushrods, camshaft 

wear, valve wear, rod bearing wear, rod breakage, wristpin wear, wristpin breakage, crankshaft 

wear and main bearing or destruction and other forms of internal component wear/breakage due 

to unacceptable heat and friction levels and oil breakdown.  

166. GM has not recalled the Class Vehicles to repair the Oil Consumption Defect, and 

has not offered to reimburse Class Vehicle owners and lessees who incurred costs relating to 

excessive oil consumption and related problems. 

167. Plaintiffs and Class Members are reasonable consumers who do not reasonably 

expect their Class Vehicles to require the addition of several quarts of oil between regularly 

scheduled oil changes. 

168.  Plaintiffs and Class Members reasonably expected that GM would not sell or lease 

Class Vehicles with known defects, such as the Oil Consumption Defect, and that it would disclose 

any such defects to its consumers before they purchased or leased Class Vehicles.  Plaintiffs and 

Class Members did not expect GM to conceal the Oil Consumption Defect, or to continually deny 

its existence. 

169. Consequently, Plaintiffs and Class Members have not received the benefit for 

which they bargained when they purchased or leased the Class Vehicles. 

170. As a result of the Oil Consumption Defect, the value of the Class Vehicles has 

diminished, including without limitation the resale value of the Class Vehicles. 

TOLLING OF THE STATUTE OF LIMITATIONS 
 
Discovery Rule Tolling  

171. Plaintiffs could not have discovered through the exercise of reasonable diligence 

that their Class Vehicles were defective within the time period of any applicable statutes of 

limitation.  
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172. Among other things, neither Plaintiffs nor the other Class members knew or could 

have known that the Class Vehicles are equipped with 2.4L Engines with the Oil Consumption 

Defect, which causes those engines to consume oil at an abnormally high rate and to sustain engine 

damage resulting therefrom.  

173. Further, Plaintiffs had no knowledge of the defect and it occurred in a part of the 

engine that was not visible to consumers. GM attempted to squelch public recognition of the Oil 

Consumption  Defect  by  propagating  the  falsehood  that  the  excessive  oil  consumption  that 

drivers of the class vehicles were experiencing was “normal.” Accordingly, any applicable statute 

of limitation is tolled.  
A. Fraudulent Concealment Tolling  

174. Throughout the time period relevant to this action, GM concealed from and failed 

to disclose to Plaintiffs and the other Class members vital information about the Oil Consumption 

Defect described herein.  

175. In the owner’s letters sent by GM to its customers beginning in August 2014 

associated with the MY 2010-2012 SCA’s, GM instructed its customers:  

 
[I]f this [excessive oil consumption] condition is present, the oil can light may 
illuminate on your instrument panel or you may have one of the following 
messages in the Driver Information Center: “Engine Oi Low - Add Oil” or “Oil 
Pressure Low - Slop Engine.” . . . . 

 
Do not take your vehicle to your GM dealer as a result of this letter unless you 
believe that your vehicle has the condition as described above.  
 

(Emphasis added). 

176. Because the OPW systems did not work reliably (or at all) on the Class Vehicles, and GM 

knew or was reckless in not knowing that this was the case, its instruction to customers to not take their 

vehicles to the dealer for inspection if the OLM warnings did not appear is tantamount to a deliberate 

concealment of the defect from Class Vehicle owners. 
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177. GM kept Plaintiffs and the other Class members ignorant of vital information essential to 

the pursuit of their claims. As a result, neither Plaintiffs nor the other Class members could have discovered 

the defect, even upon reasonable exercise of diligence.  

178. Throughout the Class Period, GM has been aware that the 2.4L engines it designed, 

manufactured, and installed in the Class Vehicles contained the Oil Consumption Defect, resulting in 

excessive oil loss and engine damage.  

179. Despite its knowledge of the defect, GM failed to disclose and concealed, and continues to 

conceal, this critical information from Plaintiffs and the other Class members, even though, at any point in 

time, it could have done so through individual correspondence, media release, or by other means.  

180. Plaintiffs and the other Class members justifiably relied on GM to disclose the Oil 

Consumption Defect in the Class Vehicles that they purchased or leased, because that defect was hidden 

and not discoverable through reasonable efforts by Plaintiffs and the other Class members.  

181. Thus, the running of all applicable statutes of limitation have been suspended with respect 

to any claims that Plaintiffs and the other Class members have sustained as a result of the defect, by virtue 

of the fraudulent concealment doctrine.  

 
B. Estoppel  

182. GM was under a continuous duty to disclose to Plaintiffs and the other Class 

members the true character, quality, and nature of the defective 2.4L engines.  

183. GM knowingly concealed the true nature, quality, and character of the defective 

2.4L engines from consumers.  

184. Based  on  the  foregoing,  GM  is  estopped  from  relying  on  any  statutes  of 

limitations in defense of this action.  

CLASS ACTION ALLEGATIONS 

185. Plaintiffs bring this lawsuit individually and as a class action on behalf all others 

similarly situated pursuant to Federal Rules of Civil Procedure (“Rule”) 23(a), (b)(2), and/or 
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(b)(3).  This action satisfies the numerosity, commonality, typicality, adequacy, predominance, 

and superiority requirements of Rule 23. 

186. The Class and Subclass are defined as: 
 

All current and former owners or lessees of 2010 through 2017 model year 
Chevrolet Equinox equipped with a 2.4 liter engine (“the Nationwide Class”). 
 
All current and former owners or lessees of 2010 through 2017 model year 
Chevrolet Equinox who reside in the state of Florida and who purchased or 
leased their vehicles in the State of Florida (“the Florida Subclass”). 
 
The Nationwide Class and the Florida Subclass, collectively, are referred to 
as the “Class,” herein. 

 

187. Excluded from the Class are: (1) GM, any entity or division in which GM has a 

controlling interest, and its legal representatives, officers, directors, assigns, and successors; (2) 

the Judge to whom this case is assigned and the Judge’s staff; and (3) those persons who have 

suffered personal injuries as a result of the facts alleged herein.  Plaintiffs reserve the right to 

amend the Class definition if discovery and further investigation reveal that the Class should be 

expanded or otherwise modified. 

188. Numerosity: Although the exact number of Class Members is uncertain and can 

only be ascertained through appropriate discovery, the number is great enough such that joinder is 

impracticable.  The disposition of the claims of these Class Members in a single action will provide 

substantial benefits to all parties and to the Court.  The Class Members are readily identifiable 

from information and records in GM’s possession, custody, or control, as well as from records 

kept by the Department of Motor Vehicles of various states. 

189. Typicality: The claims of the representative Plaintiffs are typical in that Plaintiffs, 

like all Class Members, purchased and/or leased a Class Vehicle designed, manufactured, and 

distributed by GM with the Oil Consumption Defect.  Plaintiff, like all Class Members, has been 

damaged by GM’s misconduct in that, inter alia, they have incurred or will continue to incur the 

cost of purchasing motor oil to replace the oil consumed by his defective engine.  Furthermore, the 
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factual bases of GM’s misconduct are common to all Class Members and represent a common 

thread of fraudulent, deliberate, and negligent misconduct resulting in injury to all Class Members. 

190. Commonality: There are numerous questions of law and fact common to Plaintiffs 

and Class Members that predominate over any individual questions.  These common legal and 

factual issues include the following: 

 whether the Class Vehicles and their engines are defectively designed or 

manufactured such that they are not suitable for their intended use; 

 whether the fact that the Class Vehicles suffer from the Oil Consumption Defect 

would be considered material to a reasonable consumer; 

 whether, as a result of GM’s concealment or failure to disclose material facts, 

Plaintiff and Class Members acted to their detriment by purchasing Class Vehicles 

manufactured by GM; 

 whether GM was aware of the Oil Consumption Defect; 

 whether the Oil Consumption Defect constitutes an unreasonable safety risk; 

 whether GM breached express warranties with respect to the Class Vehicles; 

 whether GM has a duty to disclose the defective nature of the Class Vehicles and 

the Oil Consumption Defect to Plaintiffs and Class Members; 

 whether Plaintiffs and Class Members are entitled to equitable relief, including but 

not limited to a preliminary and/or permanent injunction; and 

 whether GM violated the consumer protection statute of Florida when it sold to 

consumer Class Vehicles that suffered from the Oil Consumption Defect. 

191. Adequate Representation: Plaintiffs will fairly and adequately protect the interests 

of Class Members.  Plaintiffs have retained attorneys experienced in the prosecution of class 

actions, including consumer and product defect class actions, and Plaintiffs intend to prosecute 

this action vigorously. 
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192. Predominance and Superiority: Plaintiffs and Class Members have all suffered and 

will continue to suffer harm and damages as a result of GM’s unlawful and wrongful conduct.  A 

class action is superior to other available methods for the fair and efficient adjudication of the 

controversy.  Absent a class action, Class Members would likely find the cost of litigating their 

claims prohibitively high and would therefore have no effective remedy at law.  Because of the 

relatively small size of Class Members’ individual claims, it is likely that few Class Members 

could afford to seek legal redress for GM’s misconduct.  Absent a class action, Class Members 

will continue to incur damages, and GM’s misconduct will continue without remedy.  Class 

treatment of common questions of law and fact would also be a superior method to multiple 

individual actions or piecemeal litigation in that class treatment will conserve the resources of the 

courts and the litigants and will promote consistency and efficiency of adjudication. 
 

FIRST CAUSE OF ACTION 
Breach of Written Warranties under the Magnuson-Moss Warranty Act, 

15 U.S.C. § 2301, et seq. 
(On behalf of the Nationwide Class and Florida Subclass) 

193. Plaintiffs incorporate by reference the allegations contained in paragraphs 1-194 of 

this Complaint as though fully set forth herein. 

194. Plaintiffs bring this cause of action individually and on behalf of the Nationwide 

Class  and Florida Subclass against GM. 

195. Plaintiffs and Class Members are “consumers” within the meaning of the 

Magnuson-Moss Warranty Act (“MMWA”), 15 U.S.C. § 2301(3). 

196. GM is a “supplier” and “warrantor” within the meaning of 15 U.S.C. § 2301(4)-(5). 

197. The Class Vehicles are “consumer products” within the meaning of 15 U.S.C. § 

2301(1). 

198. GM’s express warranties are each a “written warranty” within the meaning of 15 

U.S.C. § 2301(6). 

Case 2:18-cv-14371-RLR   Document 1   Entered on FLSD Docket 09/10/2018   Page 66 of 75



67 

 

199. GM extended a 3-year/36,000 mile New Vehicle Limited Warranty with the 

purchase or lease of the Class Vehicles, thereby warranting to repair or replace any part defective 

in material or workmanship at no cost to the owner or lessee. GM also extended a Powertrain 

Limited Warranty that covers the cost of all parts and labor necessary to repair powertrain 

components, including the engine, that are defective in workmanship and materials within five years 

or 100,000 miles, whichever occurs first, calculated from the start date of the Basic Limited 

Warranty with purchase of a Class Vehicle. The Limited Warranty Begins on the date in which the 

purchaser first put the vehicle into service. The Limited Warranty transfers automatically with the 

transfer of vehicle ownership during the warranty period. GM further extended a 7.5-year/120,000 

mile Extended Warranty to Plaintiffs by letter.  

200. After the sale of the Class Vehicles, GM offered a 7.5-year/120,000 mile Extended 

Warranty for the “excessive engine oil consumption” defect to Plaintiffs and the Class by letter for 

certain repairs, and a 10 year/120,000 mile Extended Warranty for other repairs, called the Special 

Coverage Adjustments (“SCAs”).  (See, e.g., Exhibits 1 and 6.) 

201. GM breached each of these express warranties by: 

  Selling and leasing Class Vehicles with engines that were defective in material and 

workmanship, requiring repair or replacement within the warranty period; and 

 Refusing and/or failing to honor the express warranties by repairing or replacing, 

free of charge, any defective component parts. 

202. GM’s breach of express warranty has deprived Plaintiffs and Class members of the 

benefit of their bargain. 

203. The amount in controversy of the Plaintiffs’ individual claims meet or exceed the 

sum or value of $50,000.00, and there are over 100 class members.  

204. GM has been afforded a reasonable opportunity to cure its breach of written 

warranties, including, when Plaintiffs and Class Members brought their vehicles in for diagnosis 

and repair of their engines. 
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205. As a direct and proximate cause of GM’s breach of written warranties, Plaintiffs 

and Class members sustained damages and other losses in an amount to be determined at trial.  

GM’s conduct damaged Plaintiffs and Class Members, who are entitled to recover actual damages, 

consequential damages, specific performance, diminution in value, costs, including statutory 

attorneys’ fees and/or other relief as appropriate. 
 

SECOND CAUSE OF ACTION 
Breach of Implied Warranty  

(On behalf of the Nationwide Class and Florida Subclass) 

206. Plaintiffs incorporate by reference the allegations contained in paragraphs 1-194 of 

this Complaint as though fully set forth herein. 

207. Plaintiffs bring this cause of action individually and on behalf of the Nationwide 

Class and Florida Subclass against GM. 

208. GM was at all relevant times the manufacturer, distributor, warrantor, and/or seller 

of the Class Vehicles.  GM knew or had reason to know of the specific use for which the Class 

Vehicles were purchased. 

209. GM provided Plaintiffs and Class Members with implied warranties that the Class 

Vehicles were merchantable and fit for the ordinary purposes for which they were sold.   

210. However, the Class Vehicles are not fit for their ordinary purpose of providing 

reasonably reliable and safe transportation because, inter alia, the Class Vehicles and their engines 

contained the Oil Consumption Defect.  Therefore, the Class Vehicles are not fit for their particular 

purpose of providing safe and reliable transportation. 

211. The problems associated with the Oil Consumption Defect, such as engine stalls, 

the engine running hot, spark plug fouling, engine misfires, unexpected loss of power, the vehicle 

jerking and other problems as discussed herein pose enough of a safety risk such that the vehicles 

do not provide safe reliable transportation, and thus breach of the implied warranty of 

merchantability. These problems are exacerbated by the frequent failure of the oil pressure 
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indicator to properly function and alert or warn plaintiffs of the dangerously low levels of oil in 

the engine, which constitutes a further breach of the implied warranty. 

212. GM impliedly warranted that the Class Vehicles were of merchantable quality and 

fit for such use.  These implied warranties included, among other things: (i) a warranty that the 

Class Vehicles and their engines were manufactured, supplied, distributed, and/or sold by GM 

were safe and reliable for providing transportation and would not consume an abnormally high 

amount of oil between scheduled oil changes; and (ii) a warranty that the Class Vehicles and their 

engines would be fit for their intended use while the Class Vehicles were being operated. 

213. Contrary to the applicable implied warranties, the Class Vehicles and their engines, 

at the time of sale and thereafter, were not fit for their ordinary and intended purpose of providing 

Plaintiffs and Class Members with reliable, durable, and safe transportation.  Instead, the Class 

Vehicles are defective, including but not limited to the defective design and/or manufacture of 

their engines that suffer from the Oil Consumption Defect alleged herein. 

214. GM’s actions, as complained of herein, breached the implied warranties that the 

Class Vehicles were of merchantable quality and fit for such use in violation of said warranty. 
 

THIRD CAUSE OF ACTION 
Common Law Breach of Contract/Express Warranties 

(On behalf of the Nationwide Class and Florida Subclass) 

215. Plaintiffs incorporate by reference the allegations contained in paragraphs 1-194 of 

this Complaint as though fully set forth herein. 

216. In the course of selling the Class Vehicles, GM expressly warranted in writing that 

the vehicles were covered by certain warranties, including the Class Vehicles’ Limited Warranties 

and GM’s express warranty such as that it provided to Plaintiffs.   

217. Further, as evidenced by the 2013 September TSB (Exhibit 4) and the 2012 

Techlink article (Exhibit 2), the Oil Consumption Defect is covered by the New Vehicle Limited 

Warranty.  
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218. GM breached its express warranties to repair defects in materials and workmanship 

of any part supplied by GM.  GM has not repaired, and has been unwilling to reasonably repair, 

the Oil Consumption Defect. 

219. Furthermore, the express warranties to repair defective parts, fail in their essential 

purpose because the contractual remedy is insufficient to make Plaintiffs and Class Members 

whole and because GM has failed and/or has refused to adequately provide the promised remedies 

within a reasonable time. 

220. Accordingly, recovery by Plaintiffs is not limited to the express warranties of repair 

to parts defective in materials or workmanship, and Plaintiffs seek all remedies as allowed by law. 

221. Also, as alleged in more detail herein, at the time that GM warranted and sold the 

Class Vehicles it knew that the Class Vehicles did not conform to the warranties and were 

inherently defective, and GM wrongfully and fraudulently misrepresented and/or concealed 

material facts regarding the vehicles.  Plaintiffs and Class Members were therefore induced to 

purchase the Class Vehicles under false and/or fraudulent pretenses.  The enforcement under these 

circumstances of any limitations whatsoever precluding the recovery of incidental and/or 

consequential damages is unenforceable. 

222. Moreover, many of the damages flowing from the Class Vehicles cannot be 

resolved through GM’s limited remedy of “replacement or adjustments,” (see SCAs, Exhibits 1 

and 6) as incidental and consequential damages have already been suffered due to GM’s fraudulent 

conduct as alleged herein, and due to their failure and/or continued failure to provide such limited 

remedy within a reasonable time, and any limitation on Plaintiffs’ remedies would be insufficient 

to make Plaintiffs whole. 

223. GM was provided notice of these issues by numerous complaints, including 

Plaintiffs’ pre-suit correspondence and numerous other customer complaints regarding the Oil 

Consumption Defect before or within a reasonable amount of time after the allegations of the 

defect became public. 
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224. As a direct and proximate result of GM’s breach of express warranties, Plaintiffs 

and Class Members have been damaged in an amount to be determined at trial. 

225. As a direct and proximate result of GM’s breach of express warranties, Plaintiffs 

and Class Members did not receive the benefit of their bargain and suffered damages at the point 

the point of sale stemming from their overpayment for a Class Vehicle with a latent safety defect.  
 

FOURTH CAUSE OF ACTION 
Violation of Florida’s Unfair & Deceptive Trade Practices Act, 

Fla. Stat. § 501.201, et seq. 
(On behalf of the Florida Subclass) 

226. Plaintiffs incorporate by reference the allegations contained in paragraphs 1-194 of 

this Complaint as though fully set forth herein. 

227. Plaintiffs bring this action on behalf of themselves and the Florida Subclass against 

all Defendants. 

228. Plaintiffs and the Class members are “consumers” within the meaning of Fla. Stat. 

§ 501.203(7). 

229. GM engaged in “trade” or “commerce” within the meaning of Fla. Stat. § 

501.203(8). 
 

230. The Florida Unfair and Deceptive Trade Practices Act (“FUDTPA”) makes 

unlawful “[u]nfair methods of competition, unconscionable acts or practices, and unfair or 

deceptive acts or practices in the conduct of any trade or commerce . . .” Fla. Stat. § 501.204(1). In 

the course of their business, GM, through their agents, employees, and/or subsidiaries, violated the 

FUDTPA as detailed above. Specifically, in manufacturing, selling, and designing the Class 

Vehicles, and in marketing, offering for sale, and selling the defective Class Vehicles, Defendants 

engaged in unfair or deceptive acts or practices prohibited by Fla. Stat. § 501.204(1), including, but 

not limited to: 

a. causing likelihood of confusion or of misunderstanding as to the approval or 

certification of the Class Vehicles; 
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b. representing that the Class Vehicles have approval, characteristics, uses, or benefits 

that they do not have; 

c. representing that the Class Vehicles are of a particular standard, quality, and grade 

when they are not; 

d. advertising the Class Vehicles with the intent not to sell or lease them as advertised; 

e. engaging in other conduct which created a likelihood of confusion or of 

misunderstanding; and  

f. using or employing deception, fraud, false pretense, false promise or 

misrepresentation, or the concealment, suppression or omission of a material fact 

with intent that others rely upon such concealment, suppression or omission, in 

connection with the advertisement and sale or lease of the Class Vehicles, whether 

or not any person has in fact been misled, deceived or damaged thereby. 

231. GM’s scheme and concealment of the true characteristics of the Oil Consumption 

Defect were material to Plaintiffs and the Class, as GM intended. Had they known the truth, 

Plaintiffs and the Class would not have purchased or leased the Class Vehicles, or—if the Class 

Vehicles’ true nature had been disclosed and mitigated, and the Vehicles rendered legal to sell—

would have paid significantly less for them. 

232. Plaintiffs and Class members had no way of discerning that GM’s representations 

were false and misleading, or otherwise learning the facts that GM had concealed or failed to 

disclose, because GM had exclusive knowledge of the information surrounding the Oil 

Consumption Defect and did not alert Plaintiffs and Class Members to said information prior to 

their purchase of their Class Vehicles. Plaintiff and Class members did not, and could not, unravel 

GM’s deception on their own. 

233. GM had an ongoing duty to Plaintiffs and the Class to refrain from unfair and 

deceptive practices under the FUDTPA in the course of their business. Specifically, GM owed 

Plaintiffs and the Class Members a duty to disclose all the material facts concerning the Oil 
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Consumption Defect because they possessed exclusive knowledge, they intentionally concealed it 

from Plaintiffs and the Class Members, and/or they made misrepresentations that were rendered 

misleading because they were contradicted by withheld facts. 

234. Plaintiffs and Class members suffered ascertainable loss and actual damages as a 

direct and proximate result of GM’s concealment, misrepresentations, and/or failure to disclose 

material information. 

235. GM’s violations present a continuing risk to Plaintiffs and the Class, as well as to 

the general public. GM’s unlawful acts and practices complained of herein affect the public 

interest. 

236. Pursuant to Fla. Stat. §§ 501.2105(1)-(2), Plaintiffs and the Class Members seek an 

order enjoining Defendants’ unfair and/or deceptive acts or practices, and awarding damages and 

any other just and proper relief available under the FUDTPA. 

 

RELIEF REQUESTED 

Plaintiffs, individually and on behalf of all others similarly situated, respectfully request 

that the Court enter judgment against GM, and accordingly request the following: 

 An order certifying the proposed Class and Subclass and designating Plaintiffs as 

named representatives of the Class and Subclass and designating the undersigned 

as Class Counsel; 

 A declaration that GM is financially responsible for notifying all Class Members 

about the defective nature of the Class Vehicles and their engines; 

 An order enjoining GM from further deceptive distribution, sales, and lease 

practices with respect to their Class Vehicles; to remove and replace Plaintiff and 

Class Members’ engines with a suitable alternative product free of defect; and 

repair all other damages to the Class Vehicles caused by the defective engines; 
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 A further order enjoining GM from the conduct alleged herein, including an order 

enjoining GM from concealing the existence of the Oil Consumption Defect during 

distribution, sales, and advertisements, as well as during customer and warranty 

service visits for the Class Vehicles; 

 An award to Plaintiffs and Class Members of compensatory, actual, exemplary, and 

statutory damages, including interest, in an amount to be proven at trial; 

 A declaration that GM must disgorge, for the benefit of Plaintiffs and Class 

Members, all or part of the ill-gotten profits it received from the sale or lease of 

their Class Vehicles, or make full restitution to Plaintiffs and Class Members; 

 A recall of all Class Vehicles; 

 An award of attorneys’ fees and costs pursuant to applicable law; 

 An award of pre-judgment and post-judgment interest, as provided by law; 

 Any and all remedies provided pursuant to Florida’s Unfair and Deceptive Trade 

Practices Act; 

 Leave to amend the Complaint to conform to the evidence produced at trial;  

 Such other relief as may be appropriate under the circumstances. 

DEMAND FOR JURY TRIAL 

Plaintiffs, on behalf of themselves and all others similarly situated, hereby demand a trial 

by jury as to all matters so triable. 
 
 
Dated: September 10, 2018.    GREG COLEMAN LAW PC 

       
s/Rachel Soffin    

       Rachel Soffin, FL Bar No. 0018054 
Gregory F. Coleman* 
Adam A. Edwards* 
Mark E. Silvey* 
GREG COLEMAN LAW PC 
First Tennessee Plaza 
800 S. Gay Street, Suite 1100 

Case 2:18-cv-14371-RLR   Document 1   Entered on FLSD Docket 09/10/2018   Page 74 of 75



75 

 

Knoxville, TN 37929 
Telephone: (865) 247-0080 
Facsimile: (865) 522-0049 
rachel@gregcolemanlaw.com 
greg@gregcolemanlaw.com 
adam@gregcolemanlaw.com 
mark@gregcolemanlaw.com 

 
Robert Ahdoot* 
AHDOOT & WOLFSON, PC 
10728 Lindbrook Drive 
Los Angeles, California 90024 
Telephone: (310) 474-9111 
Facsimile: (310) 474-8585 
rahdoot@ahdootwolfson.com 

 
Daniel K. Bryson* 
J. Hunter Bryson* 
WHITFIELD BRYSON & MASON LLP 
900 W. Morgan St. 
Raleigh, NC 27603 
Telephone: (919) 600-5000 
Facsimile: (919) 600-5035 
Dan@wbmllp.com  
Hunter@wbmllp.com 

 
*Pro hac vice forthcoming 
 

 
Attorneys for Plaintiffs and the Putative 
Class 
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