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Good Client 
123 W 1234 N 
Provo, Utah 12345 
(801) 234-5678 
goodclient@email.com 
Plaintiff Pro Se 

IN THE THIRD JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT 
IN AND FOR SALT LAKE COUNTY, STATE OF UTAH 

GOOD CLIENT, an individual resident of the 
state of Utah, 
 
Plaintiff, 
 
vs. 
 
CHEVROLET DEALERSHIP, a state of 
Utah business entity operating out of Salt Lake 
County, 
 
Defendant. 

COMPLAINT FOR FRAUD, BREACH OF 
EXPRESSED WARRANTY, DECEPTIVE 
TRADE PRACTICES, AND 
PROMISSORY ESTOPPEL 
 
JURY DEMANDED 
 
TIER III CASE 
 
Case Number: 
 
Judge: 

 The above-captioned plaintiff, Good Client (hereinafter referred to as “Plaintiff”), 

proceeding in this matter pro se, hereby files this “Complaint for Fraud, Breach of Expressed 

Warranty, Deceptive Trade Practices, and Promissory Estoppel” (hereinafter referred to as this 

“Complaint”) against the above-captioned defendant, Chevrolet Dealership (hereinafter referred 

to as “Defendant”), and in support of this Complaint, Plaintiff states and alleges as follows: 

PARTIES 

1. Plaintiff is an individual residing in Utah County, state of Utah, who has suffered 

unjust damages, injuries, and losses as a result of Defendant’s tortious actions against Plaintiff—

specifically, Defendant’s intentional or negligent failure to disclose the faulty state of a product 

that Plaintiff purchased form Defendant, as well as Defendant having had expressly purported 

and guaranteed the product to be reliable when, in fact, it was not. 
SAMPLE

Altio
rem

 Leg
al 

Se
rvi

ces



Page 2 of 25 
 

2. Defendant is a business entity operating within Salt Lake County, state of Utah—

specifically, operating as a vehicle dealership—who has caused significant damages to Plaintiff 

due to the reasons and the causes of action alleged herein. 

3. Plaintiff reserves the right, in his sole discretion, to name additional defendants if 

and as they become known through the process of discovery or otherwise. 

JURISDICTION AND VENUE 

4. Pursuant to Utah Code § 78A-5-102, this Court has original jurisdiction over this 

matter. 

5. Pursuant to Utah Code §§ 78B-3-304 and 307, the venue in this Court is proper 

because the events giving rise to this claim occurred within the boundaries of the state of Utah. 

GENERAL ALLEGATIONS AND STATEMENT OF FACTS 

Introduction 

6. This Complaint is made regarding the 2021 Honda Civic Hatchback Sport Manual 

(VIN number ABCDEFG1234567890; hereinafter referred to as the “Vehicle”) that Plaintiff 

purchased from Defendant on February 15, 2022. 

7. On March 14, 2022, the Vehicle’s clutch and clutch assembly malfunctioned and 

broke down while Plaintiff was driving the Vehicle on the freeway (I-15) enroute to San Diego, 

California, from Utah. 

8. Upon inspection of the faulty Vehicle parts (the clutch and clutch assembly), and 

in consideration of the short lapse of time that Plaintiff was in possession of the Vehicle (only 27 

days), reason compels the strong and indubitable conclusion that the Vehicle parts that broke 

down did so because the previous owner of the Vehicle abused and damaged the clutch, and 
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Defendant sold the Vehicle to Plaintiff in that faulty condition while purporting the Vehicle to be 

reliable. 

Summary of Facts 

9. On February 15, 2022, at approximately 5:00 p.m., Defendant sold the Vehicle to 

Plaintiff while knowing (or while they should have known) that the clutch and clutch assembly 

(flywheel, pressure plate, and throwout bearing) of the Vehicle were faulty, worn-out, and in a 

state of disrepair. 

10. In fact, Defendant even purportedly inspected the Vehicle before selling it to 

Plaintiff; Plaintiff waited for approximately one or two hours while the supposed inspection of 

the Vehicle was occurring. 

11. Despite this ostensible inspection, Defendant sold the Vehicle to Plaintiff in a 

state of disrepair—promising that the Vehicle was in good condition, as was the purpose of the 

alleged inspection to determine. 

12. Therefore, it is clear that Defendant knew, or should have known, that the 

Vehicle’s clutch and clutch assembly were in extremely poor condition and could malfunction at 

any moment, but Defendant sold the Vehicle to Plaintiff in that condition regardless. 

13. Furthermore, even if for some reason Defendant did not inspect the clutch and 

clutch assembly of the Vehicle, it would show that Defendant acted negligently in their supposed 

inspection because the inspection should have included vital parts such as the clutch and clutch 

assembly; failing to inspect the clutch and clutch assembly of the Vehicle would constitute 

negligence on the part of Defendant, which resulted in damages to Plaintiff, for which Plaintiff is 

entitled to recovery under the due process of law. 
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14. On March 14, 2022, approximately 27 days after purchasing the Vehicle, Plaintiff 

took the Vehicle on a trip from Utah to California, enroute to San Diego. 

15. For most of the drive, the Vehicle performed well; however, once Plaintiff 

reached Victorville, California, which is approximately two and a half hours away from San 

Diego, he noticed that the gears on the transmission lever (i.e., the stick shift) became stuck and 

unable to move out of or into the gears; furthermore, the Vehicle’s clutch pedal lost its 

responsiveness—it moved loosely and had no pressure. 

16. The clutch and clutch assembly had indubitably malfunctioned and broke. 

17. Plaintiff, fortuitously, was able to pull over to the side of the freeway and into a 

large patch of dirt that was to the shoulder of the freeway on the right side. 

18. Plaintiff waited there for approximately two and a half hours for his friend to pick 

him up. 

19. Plaintiff used his insurance to tow the Vehicle to a certified Honda dealership 

(hereinafter referred to as “Honda”) in Victorville; the dealership produced a diagnosis and 

report of the Vehicle. 

20. To repair the Vehicle, Honda quoted Plaintiff an estimate of over $4,500.00; 

Plaintiff, unable to pay such a large amount of money, had the Vehicle towed to another 

mechanic—Good Mechanic—located in Victorville, California (hereinafter referred to as 

“Mechanic”). 

21. For the repairs, Mechanic quoted Plaintiff an estimate of approximately 

$2,800.00. SAMPLE

Altio
rem

 Leg
al 

Se
rvi

ces



Page 5 of 25 
 

22. That amount of money, while still large, was more accessible for Plaintiff to 

produce; Plaintiff went to great lengths, and suffered many inconveniences, in trying to produce 

the $2,800.00 for the repairs. 

23. Plaintiff was able to pay for the repairs, and on March 22, 2022, he drove the 

Vehicle back home to Utah with no issue. 

24. The Vehicle performed well during the drive back to Utah; the Vehicle has 

performed well since. 

Exhibit A – Clutch and Clutch Assembly 

25. Mechanic took photos of the clutch and clutch assembly in disrepair, and 

Mechanic sent said photos to Plaintiff. 

26. Photos of the clutch and clutch assembly in disrepair are attached hereto under 

“Exhibit A.” 

27. The photos clearly show the unusual severity of the damage to the clutch and the 

clutch assembly. 

28. Considering the unusual severity of the damage, as well as the testimonies of the 

mechanics to whom Plaintiff showed the clutch and clutch assembly (as covered more 

specifically hereinafter), reason compels the strong and indubitable conclusion that it is 

impossible that Plaintiff could have caused such severe damage to the clutch and clutch assembly 

during the short lapse of time that he had the vehicle—only 27 days—especially considering that 

Plaintiff’s driving habits could have in no way caused the damage, as Plaintiff drives safely and 

prudently, and not in a manner that would put undue and unnecessary stress on the clutch and 

clutch assembly. 
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Exhibit B – Invoices and Reports 

29. The invoices and reports concerning this matter include invoice number 374820 

from Honda (attached hereto under “Exhibit B”) in Victorville, California, as well as invoice 

number 0631568 from Mechanic (also attached hereto under “Exhibit B”), in Victorville, 

California. 

30. The invoice from Honda sets forth the following facts, taken verbatim from the 

invoice: 

a. Plaintiff was “driving from Utah”;  

b. Plaintiff was “switching gears and [the transmission lever] would not go into 

any gears”; 

c. Plaintiff “felt [the] clutch give out”; 

d. Plaintiff “smelled burn[ing]”; 

e. Honda “test drove [the] vehicle [and] found [the] clutch to be slipping in the 

2nd and 3rd gear, under normal load conditions”;  and 

f. Honda recommended “replacing [the] clutch assembly.”  

31. The invoice from Mechanic sets forth the following facts, which are taken directly 

from the invoice verbatim: 

a. “Customer stated he has only been in possession of the vehicle for 20 days”; 

b. It is “unlikely [that] customer could damage [the] clutch in that amount of 

time”; 

c. that the “clutch [is] slipping from 2nd gear on up”; and 

d. that they “recommend replacing [the] clutch assembly.”  
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32. A vehicle as new as the Vehicle that Plaintiff purchased from Defendant should 

not have had the problems it did; all three affiant mechanics agree on that, as more specifically 

covered hereinafter. 

33. Indeed, the invoice from Mechanic even sets out that it is unlikely that Plaintiff 

could have damaged the clutch in the short lapse of time he had the vehicle. 

Exhibit C - Affidavits 

34. Plaintiff provides four sworn affidavits in support of his case, all attached under 

“Exhibit C” hereto. 

35. The following people, including Plaintiff, made affidavits in support of Plaintiff’s 

case: 

a. Good Client; 

b. Good Affiant 1; 

c. Good Affiant 2; and 

d. Good Affiant 3. 

36. Importantly, all the affidavits provided agree on three of several things: (1) it was 

not Plaintiff’s fault that the clutch gave out; (2) Defendant sold the Vehicle to Plaintiff while 

knowing that it had a faulty clutch; and, therefore, (3) Plaintiff is entitled to recover the costs of 

repair, as well as other costs, from Defendant. 

37. The three affiants, other than Plaintiff, are experienced and seasoned vehicle 

mechanics with copious and diverse experience as to the material issues of this case. 

38. Therefore, if Plaintiff called these three affiants to testify, their testimony would 

be most persuading to a jury or the trier of fact.  
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39. Of the affiants, Good Affiant 1 has three years of experience as a mechanic; Good 

Affiant 2 has thirteen years of experience as a mechanic; and Good Affiant 3 has twenty-eight 

years of experience as a mechanic. 

40. The differences and diversity between these mechanics’ respective experiences as 

mechanics provide a rich source of knowledge and information useful to proving the material 

issues of fact of this case. 

Injuries 

41. Plaintiff, fortunately, suffered no physical injuries during the ordeal of having the 

Vehicle’s clutch and clutch assembly break down in the middle of the freeway while travelling at 

high speeds. 

42. However, Plaintiff was severely inconvenienced and damaged mentally by this 

ordeal, and he also had to inconvenience others in order to get out of the situation he was in 

(Plaintiff had to call a friend to pick him up at the location he was in, which was over two and a 

half hours away). 

43. Furthermore, Plaintiff was severely, severely inconvenienced and damaged by the 

cost of the repairs—indeed, Plaintiff had to somehow produce approximately $2,800.00 for the 

repairs, which totally impaired and severely hurt Plaintiff’s financial solvency. 

44. Plaintiff simply did not have the funds to pay for the repairs, but he had to 

somehow produce the funds regardless. 

45. Plaintiff went through great lengths to produce the funds necessary for the 

repairs. SAMPLE
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46. The cost of Plaintiff’s tremendous efforts, as well as inconveniences he suffered, 

must be fairly compensated by Defendant in order to repair Plaintiff’s past anguish, mental and 

emotional suffering, and injuries caused by this ordeal—which occurred as a direct result of 

Defendant’s dishonesty and/or negligence in selling a vehicle with a faulty clutch to Plaintiff. 

47. Pursuant to relevant and applicable caselaw, reason compels the strong conclusion 

that Plaintiff is entitled to compensation from Defendant for Plaintiff’s mental and emotional 

damages suffered, for the significant inconveniences Plaintiff was imposed to undergo, and for 

the punitive and exemplary damages that the law, acting in the best interests of justice, must 

impose against Dealer for their egregious tortious conduct in knowingly selling a vehicle to 

Plaintiff with a faulty clutch—which act of dishonesty they have most likely committed against 

other consumers as well! 

48. This is the end of these General Allegations and Statement of Facts. 

FIRST CAUSE OF ACTION 
Fraud 

49. Plaintiff incorporates and realleges by this reference all the above paragraphs as if 

fully set forth herein. 

50. Jury instruction CV1801, “Elements of fraud,” provides that, in order to prove a 

claim for fraud, a plaintiff must prove each of the following elements by clear and convincing 

evidence: 

a. that Defendant made a false statement about an important fact; 

b. that either Defendant made the statement knowing it was false, or Defendant 

made the statement recklessly and without regard for its truth; 

c. that Defendant intended that Plaintiff would rely on the statement; 
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d. that Plaintiff reasonably relied on the statement; and 

e. that Plaintiff suffered damages as a result of relying on the statement. 

51. In applying the foregoing elements of fraud as described by the above-referenced 

jury instructions, it is clear that (1) Defendant made a false statement about the Vehicle’s clutch 

and clutch assembly in the form of purporting said Vehicle parts to be reliable upon the purchase 

of the Vehicle when, in fact, they were not; that (2) Defendant purported the faulty vehicle parts 

to be reliable while knowing that such a statement was false, or Defendant purported the faulty 

vehicle parts to be reliable recklessly and without regard for the truth; that (3) Defendant clearly 

intended that Plaintiff rely on Defendant’s false statements regarding the reliability of the 

Vehicle, which Plaintiff did indeed do as evidenced by his purchasing of the Vehicle; that (4) 

Plaintiff reasonably relied of Defendant’s statement as to the reliability of the Vehicle, as any 

reasonable person in Plaintiff’s position would do; and that (5) Plaintiff clearly suffered 

significant damages as a result of his reasonable reliance upon Defendant’s statements regarding 

the reliability of the Vehicle. 

52. Additionally, looking at this matter from a different perspective to further 

establish fraud on the part of Defendant, the case of Pace v. Parish1 provides that the elements of 

fraudulent misrepresentation are as follows: 

a. That a representation was made;  

b. concerning a presently existing material fact; 

c. which was false; 

d. which the representor either;  

 
1 122 Utah 141, 144–45, 247 P.2d 273, 274–75 (1952). 
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i. knew to be false; or 

ii. made recklessly, knowing that he had insufficient knowledge upon 

which to base such representation;  

e. for the purpose of inducing the other party to act upon it;  

f. that the other party, acting reasonably and in ignorance of its falsity;  

g. did in fact rely upon it;  

h. and was thereby induced to act;  

i. to his injury and damage. 

53. In applying the foregoing elements of fraudulent misrepresentation found in the 

case of Pace to the case at hand against Defendant, it is indubitable that, 

a. a representation was made concerning the presently existing material facts 

surrounding the Vehicle, and the current quality and reliability thereof, that 

Defendant sold to Plaintiff, which representation was that the Vehicle was in 

good operating condition and that it was reliable; 

b. however, this representation by Defendant was false, as the Vehicle’s clutch 

and clutch assembly were not in good operating condition, and the Vehicle, 

therefore, was not reliable; 

c. this false representation by Defendant was either done intentionally or made 

recklessly; 

d. the false representation by Defendant was made for the purpose of inducing 

Plaintiff to act upon the false representation, and indeed, Plaintiff, acting 

reasonably and in ignorance of the falsity of the representation made by 
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Defendant, did rely and act upon the false representation by agreeing to 

purchase the Vehicle from Defendant—which is what occurred; 

e. therefore, Plaintiff was, thereby, induced to act; and 

f. this action by Plaintiff—i.e., purchasing the Vehicle—resulted in unfair 

injuries and damages to Plaintiff. 

54. Therefore, considering the above enumerated factors, it is clear that Defendant is 

liable for fraudulent misrepresentation against Plaintiff. 

55. Whichever angle this matter is looked at—whether relying upon the elements of 

fraud as established by jury instruction CV1801, or relying on the elements of fraudulent 

representation as established by Pace—it is unquestionable that Defendant committed clear 

fraud against Plaintiff by inducing Plaintiff to act upon Defendant’s fraudulent representations 

regarding the reliability and condition of the Vehicle, to Plaintiff’s significant detriment. 

SECOND CAUSE OF ACTION 
Breach of Expressed Warranty 

56. Plaintiff incorporates and realleges by this reference all the above paragraphs as if 

fully set forth herein. 

57. To prove that there was an express warranty, Plaintiff must show that (1) 

Defendant made affirmations or promises, including product descriptions, that (2) became a basis 

of a bargain; and, to recover for a breach of the warranty, Plaintiff must show that (3) Plaintiff 

relied on the warranty, and that (4) there were consequential damages to Plaintiff. 

58. In the matter at hand, Defendant made clear affirmations and guarantees about the 

reliability and good operating condition of the Vehicle, including that the Vehicle was in a good SAMPLE
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state and that it was roadworthy, which is what the ostensive two-hour inspection of the Vehicle 

was intended to determine. 

59. Indeed, the fact that an ostensive two-hour inspection of the Vehicle was 

performed implicitly guarantees that the Vehicle was in good operating condition, as the 

inspection would, by its merits alone, support the notion that the Vehicle was supposedly in good 

operating condition, and so an implicit guarantee regarding the Vehicle was made; furthermore, 

the inspection also expressly warrantied the Vehicle as to its reliability and good condition, as 

the fact that Defendant sold the Vehicle to Plaintiff after the ostensive inspection of the Vehicle 

shows that Defendant was confident as to the Vehicle’s good operating condition, and Defendant 

conveyed said confidence to Plaintiff, and so said confidence directly constituted an express 

warranty to Plaintiff as to the Vehicle’s reliability and good operating condition, which express 

warranty Plaintiff reasonably relied on, and by relying upon it, Plaintiff suffered harm, injuries, 

and damages, and was prejudiced in general, to his significant and unfair detriment. 

60. Statements that a vehicle is safe, roadworthy, and/or that it will perform in a 

certain way, are express warranties. 

61. Defendant, indeed, made statements that the Vehicle was safe, roadworthy, and 

that it would perform in a certain way, which induced Plaintiff to purchase the Vehicle; 

therefore, there was fraud in the inducement of the sale of the Vehicle, as Defendant’s statements 

regarding the Vehicle’s roadworthiness were false, because the Vehicle was not roadworthy. 

62. Plaintiff’s averment that Defendant made promises about the safety, condition, 

and roadworthiness of the Vehicle, thusly, support the conclusion that there was an express 

warranty made by Defendant. 
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63. Given the fact that Defendant sold the Vehicle to Plaintiff while the Vehicle was 

in a state of disrepair, it is unquestionable, therefore, that there was a breach in the express 

warranty made by Defendant to Plaintiff regarding the reliability of the Vehicle. 

64. Furthermore, looking at this matter from a different perspective, to prove a 

breach of express warranty claim against a defendant, the elements incumbent upon the 

plaintiff to prove may include that, 

a. the plaintiff purchased a product from the defendant; 

b. the defendant gave an express warranty by way of a description of the 

product, a promise, or a fact; 

c. the product failed to perform according to the defendant’s (i.e., the seller’s) 

description; and 

d. the plaintiff suffered some form of financial or personal damages as a result of 

the breach of express warranty by the defendant. 

65. In applying the foregoing elements of breach of express warranty, as described 

above, to the case at hand against Defendant, it is clear that, 

a. Plaintiff did, indeed, purchase a product from Defendant—the Vehicle; 

b. Defendant gave an express warranty by way of description of the Vehicle, and 

a promise, and a fact—to wit: Defendant unmistakably expressed to Plaintiff 

that the Vehicle was in good working order, and Defendant even ostensibly 

performed a two-hour inspection of the Vehicle to ensure that the Vehicle was 

in good working order, and so Defendant gave an express warranty to 

Plaintiff that the Vehicle was in good working order via describing the 
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Vehicle to Plaintiff and purporting the Vehicle to be reliable, through 

Defendant promising to Plaintiff that the Vehicle was in good working order, 

and via the fact that an ostensible inspection was performed on the Vehicle to 

ensure that the Vehicle was in good working order; 

c. therefore, there was an express warranty made by Defendant clearly vouching 

for the reliability and roadworthiness of the Vehicle; 

d. the Vehicle failed to perform according to Defendant’s description of the 

Vehicle and in consideration of Defendant’s ostensible inspection of the 

Vehicle; indeed, the Vehicle failed to perform according to Defendant’s 

description at the very moment when the clutch and the clutch assembly 

malfunctioned; and 

e. Plaintiff suffered financial and personal damages as a result of Defendant’s 

breach of their express warranty to Plaintiff. 

66. Therefore, considering the above enumerated factors, it is clear and indubitable 

that Defendant is liable for breach of express warranty against Plaintiff. 

THIRD CAUSE OF ACTION 
Deceptive Trade Practices 

67. Plaintiff incorporates and realleges by this reference all the above paragraphs as if 

fully set forth herein. 

68. Section 5(a) of the Federal Trade Commission Act (FTC Act) (15 USC §45) 

prohibits “deceptive acts or practices in or affecting commerce” (hereinafter referred to as the 

“Act”). 

69. The Act provides that an act or practice is deceptive where, 
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a. a representation, omission, or practice misleads, or is likely to mislead, the 

consumer; 

b. a consumer’s interpretation of the representation, omission, or practice is 

considered reasonable under the circumstances; and 

c. the misleading representation, omission, or practice is material.  

70. In applying the foregoing elements of “deceptive practices in or affecting 

commerce” as described above to the case at hand against Defendant, it is clear that, 

a. the representation and omission made to Plaintiff by Defendant concerning the 

Vehicle did, indeed, mislead Plaintiff into purchasing a vehicle with a faulty 

clutch, all while Defendant knowing (or should have known) that the Vehicle 

had a faulty clutch; thusly, Defendant’s practices were, and are, deceptive, 

because Defendant should have been truthful about the Vehicle’s actual 

condition of disrepair; 

b. Plaintiff’s interpretation of Defendant’s statements was reasonable under the 

circumstances in which Plaintiff purchased the Vehicle; indeed, if one is told 

by a vehicle dealership that a particular vehicle is in good working order, and 

that, furthermore, a two-hours inspection of the vehicle was performed, any 

reasonable person would conclude that the vehicle is in good condition and 

working properly, and, therefore, purchase said vehicle; and 

c. the “misleading representation, [and] omission, [and] practice” of Defendant 

were material because they involved important information significant 

enough to determine a legal issue in this case.  
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71. Therefore, considering the above enumerated factors, it is indubitable that 

Defendant is liable for deceptive trade practices against Plaintiff. 

72. Furthermore, looking at this matter from a different perspective, Utah Code §§ 

13-11a-3(1)(f), (g), and (t), as well as 13-11a-3(6), provide that, 

(1) Deceptive trade practices occur when, in the course of a 
person's business, vocation, or occupation that person . . . (f) 
represents that goods are original or new if they are deteriorated, 
altered, reconditioned, reclaimed, used, or second-hand; [or] (g) 
represents that goods or services are of a particular standard, 
quality, or grade, or that goods are of a particular style or model, if 
they are of another; [or] (t) engages in any other conduct which 
similarly creates a likelihood of confusion or of misunderstanding. 
[Furthermore,] (6) [t]o prevail in an action under this chapter, a 
complainant need not prove competition between the parties or 
actual confusion or misunderstanding. 

73. In this matter, deceptive trade practices indisputably occurred on the part of 

Defendant (i) when Defendant, in their course of their vocation, represented that the Vehicle’s 

clutch and clutch assembly were original and in a good state, while, in fact, the clutch and clutch 

assembly were heavily deteriorated and in a state of disrepair; and (ii) when Defendant 

represented to Plaintiff that the Vehicle was of high quality and grade, while in fact, it was 

another—a state of disrepair of the clutch and clutch assembly; and (iii) when Defendant 

engaged in conduct such as performing an ostensible vehicle inspection on the Vehicle, which 

created a clear “likelihood of confusion or of misunderstanding” as to the Vehicle’s true state 

and condition. 

74. Furthermore, pursuant to Utah Code § 13-11a-3(6), as referenced above, “[t]o 

prevail in an action under this chapter, a complaining need not prove . . . actual confusion or 

misunderstanding.” SAMPLE
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75. Therefore, even though Plaintiff amply proved that there exists and existed 

“actual confusion [and] misunderstanding” as a result of Defendant’s false statements regarding 

the condition of the Vehicle, Plaintiff, pursuant to the code, need not prove “actual confusion or 

misunderstanding,” and so the extent of Plaintiff’s proof regarding the “actual confusion or 

misunderstanding” caused by Defendant regarding the Vehicle ends here, because no such proof 

is required of Plaintiff to prevail in this Deceptive Trade Practices claim against Defendant. 

 FOURTH CAUSE OF ACTION 
Promissory Estoppel 

76. Plaintiff incorporates and realleges by this reference all the above paragraphs as if 

fully set forth herein. 

77. Pursuant to Utah caselaw, to prove Promissory Estoppel, one must establish that 

(1) the promisee acted with prudence and in reasonable reliance on a promise made by the 

promisor; that (2) the promisor knew that the promisee had relied on the promise which the 

promisor should reasonably expect to induce action or forbearance on the part of the promisee or 

a third person; that (3) the promisor was aware of all material facts; that (4) the promisee relied 

on the promise; and (5) that the reliance resulted in a loss to the promisee. 

78. In applying the foregoing elements of Promissory Estoppel as described above, to 

the case at hand against Defendant, it is clear that, 

a. a promise regarding the Vehicle and its condition was made on the part of 

Defendant—the promisor; 

b. Plaintiff—the promisee—acted with prudence and in reasonable reliance (as 

any reasonable person of ordinary prudence would) on the promise made by 

Defendant regarding the Vehicle and its condition; 
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c. Defendant—as the promisor—knew that Plaintiff relied on Defendant’s 

promise regarding the Vehicle and its condition when Plaintiff made the 

purchase of the Vehicle; 

d. Defendant reasonably expected that Defendant’s promise to Plaintiff would 

induce action or forbearance on the part of Plaintiff—the promisee—which, 

indeed, happened in the form of Plaintiff purchasing the Vehicle from 

Defendant; 

e. Defendant was aware, or should have been aware, of all material facts 

surrounding this matter—specifically, the Vehicle and the state of disrepair in 

which they sold it to Plaintiff; Defendant was aware that they were selling a 

faulty vehicle to Plaintiff, and they proceeded with that tortious course of 

conduct regardless of their knowledge; 

f. Plaintiff relied on Defendant’s promise regarding the Vehicle’s condition 

when purchasing the Vehicle; and 

g. Plaintiff’s reliance on Defendant’s promise regarding the Vehicle’s condition 

has resulted in significant losses and other damages to Plaintiff. 

79. Therefore, considering the above-enumerated factors, all the required elements of 

Promissory Estoppel have been amply satisfied, and it is, consequently, indubitable that 

Defendant breached its promises made to Plaintiff regarding the Vehicle’s condition and 

reliability, and that this breach caused damages, injuries, and other losses to Plaintiff. 

80. Thusly, upon the foregoing, Defendant is liable for Promissory Estoppel against 

Plaintiff. 
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SPECIAL DAMAGES 

81. The Special Damages suffered by Plaintiff in this matter as a result of 

Defendant’s wrongful and tortious actions against Plaintiff are included in the table below, as 

follows: 

COST OF VEHICLE REPAIR AND LEGAL FEES 
Date of Service Provider and Type of Service Amount Billed Subtotal 

March 15, 2022 Honda - Vehicle damage diagnosis. $169.95 $169.95 

March 16, 2022 Mechanic – Clutch and clutch 
assembly replacement/repair. $2,741.98 $2,911.93 

March 28, 2022 – July 
4, 2022 

Altiorem Legal Services – Preparation 
of Settlement Demand Letter, invoices 
and reports, and affidavits (writing and 
obtaining affidavits from affiants). 

$1,900.00 4,811.93 

June 1, 2022 – June 
10, 2022 

Good Law Firm – Review of draft 
settlement demand letter and 
supporting materials; finalization and 
sending of collection demand letter to 
Chevrolet Dealership. 

$480.00 $5,291.93 

TOTAL SPECIAL DAMAGES: $5,291.93 

82. Listed above are the reasonable and essential Special Damages—i.e., the cost of 

repair of the Vehicle necessitated as a direct result of Defendant’s actions and negligence against 

Plaintiff, as well as the legal fees incurred by Plaintiff in preparing this action and case in 

general; any other fee(s) incurred in preparing this action are also hereby included by this 

reference. 

GENERAL DAMAGES 

83. In determining an appropriate amount for General Damages, several portentous 

and material factors were considered: Plaintiff’s inconveniences, grievances, pain, and suffering SAMPLE
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were evaluated in light of the type of damages sustained, existing caselaw, and recent jury and 

bench awards in comparable cases. 

84. Furthermore, General Damages were calculated in light of the amount of the 

Special Damages suffered by Plaintiff—four times the amount of Plaintiff’s Special Damages 

added to the amount that is actually meant to cover the Special Damages. 

85. Therefore, Plaintiff’s General Damages are in the amount of $26,459.65. 

PUNITIVE AND EXEMPLARY DAMAGES 

86. Defendant’s conduct and prima facie fraud against Plaintiff, as well as the other 

causes of action provided herein, was egregious, and Defendant has probably done the same with 

other consumers as well. 

87. Therefore, it is incumbent upon this Court to assign punitive and exemplary 

damages against Defendant in this case in order to deter Defendant’s fraudulent behavior from 

reoccurring with other consumers, as well as to make an example out of Defendant so that other 

dealerships and similar businesses avoid conduct such as Defendant’s conduct. 

88. Regarding the award of punitive and exemplary damages in similar cases, Utah 

Code § 78B-8-201 provides that, 

. . . punitive [and exemplary] damages may be awarded only if 
compensatory or general damages are awarded and it is established 
by clear and convincing evidence that the acts or omissions of the 
tortfeasor are the result of willful and malicious or intentionally 
fraudulent conduct, or conduct that manifests a knowing and 
reckless indifference toward, and a disregard of, the rights of 
others. 

89. Pursuant to the foregoing, Plaintiff proffers that this Court would likely award 

compensatory or general damages in this case, and so Plaintiff could very likely be entitled to SAMPLE

Altio
rem

 Leg
al 

Se
rvi

ces



Page 22 of 25 
 

punitive and exemplary damages against Defendant as well, if Plaintiff can prove and establish 

“by clear and convincing evidence[,] that the acts [and] omissions of [Defendant] are the result 

of willful and malicious or intentionally fraudulent conduct, or conduct that manifests a knowing 

and reckless indifference toward, and a disregard of, the rights of others” (emphasis added). 

90. In the case at hand, Plaintiff has abundantly and amply proven, by clear and 

convincing evidence before this Court, that the acts and omissions of Defendant, while perhaps 

not amounting to “malicious” conduct, do indisputably amount to “willful” and “intentionally 

fraudulent” conduct, which, in itself, satisfies the standard for punitive and exemplary damages. 

91. Furthermore, with the foregoing established, Plaintiff has proven and established 

that Defendant’s conduct “manifests a knowing and reckless indifference toward, and a disregard 

of, the rights of others”; indeed, because Defendant defrauded Plaintiff by selling Plaintiff a 

vehicle with a faulty clutch, it is very likely—indisputably so—that Defendant has done the same 

to other consumers. 

92. By having committed this tortious act not only against Plaintiff, but extremely 

clearly likely against other consumers as well, Defendant is showing an indisputable “knowing 

and reckless indifference toward, and disregard of, the rights of others.” 

93. Defendant must be punished appropriately and effectively for their intentional 

tortious conduct against Plaintiff and others; an award of punitive and exemplary damages is 

more than appropriate in this case. 

94. In determining an appropriate amount of punitive and exemplary damages, 

several factors were considered, including Defendant’s conduct in contrast with appropriate 

caselaw and other legal sources. 
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95. Pursuant to the verdicts reached in applicable caselaw, Plaintiff would be entitled 

to punitive and exemplary damages against Defendant in a range from $35,000.00 to 

$500,000.00. 

96. The amount of total damages—Special Damages, General Damages, and Punitive 

and Exemplary Damages—are provided in the table below. 

Type of Damages Amount 
Special Damages $5,291.93 
General Damages $26,459.65 
Punitive and Exemplary Damages Range $35,000.00 - $500,000.00 
TOTAL DAMAGES RANGE $66,751.58 - $531,751.58 

JURY DEMAND 

97. Plaintiff hereby demands a jury to adjudicate the facts of this case; Plaintiff 

demands that a jury of his peers act as the trier of fact in this matter, as that would satisfy the 

interests of justice. 

CONCLUSION 

In conclusion, it is undisputable that Plaintiff has suffered significant damages, injuries, 

and losses due to the amply proven claims against Defendant of Fraud, Breach of Expressed 

Warranty, Deceptive Trade Practices, and Promissory Estoppel, as has been heretofore explained 

and demonstrated. 

Indeed, the foregoing causes of action are based on Defendant’s dishonest and fraudulent 

conduct against Plaintiff in selling Plaintiff a vehicle with a faulty clutch and clutch assembly 

while purporting said vehicle to be in good condition and reliable—and even guaranteeing, 

through Defendant’s ostensible inspection of the Vehicle, that the Vehicle was in good condition 

and reliable. 
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Defendant’s dishonest and fraudulent conduct against Plaintiff has unduly caused 

damages, injuries, and losses upon Plaintiff, which Plaintiff cannot recover form save it be 

through court intervention, which Plaintiff is entitled to recover from under the due process of 

law as well as in the furtherance of the best interests of the law. 

Furthermore, Defendant knew, or should have known, that their fraudulent course of 

conduct would cause significant injuries, subsequent damages, and unfair losses to Plaintiff, but 

Defendant went forward with that course of conduct despite this knowledge, making Defendant’s 

course of conduct entirely intentional and reckless, as Defendant was aware, or should have been 

aware, of the substantial risk of harm against Plaintiff which would result from their actions, but 

they went forward with their course of conduct regardless of knowing the consequences that 

would befall upon Plaintiff. 

Defendant’s negligence, recklessness, and deliberate actions against Plaintiff in selling 

Plaintiff a vehicle in disrepair while purporting it to be in good condition and reliable, therefore, 

warrant the highest recourse available by the Court. 

Plaintiff did not deserve the significant damages, injuries, and losses caused to it by 

Defendant’s wanton fraudulent misrepresentations regarding the Vehicle, and so Plaintiff is 

entitled to relief from the Court against Defendant. 

Plaintiff deserves to be made whole again and recover what Defendant has caused 

Plaintiff to lose. 

Plaintiff deserves to be fairly compensated for the special damages, general damages, and 

punitive and exemplary damages suffered as a result of Defendant’s deliberate and dishonest 

actions against Plaintiff. 
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PRAYER FOR RELIEF 

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff, Good Client, prays for judgment against Defendant, Chevrolet 

Dealership, as follows: 

A. awarding Plaintiff all special damages suffered as a result of Defendant’s 

wrongdoings, in an amount to be proven at trial and determined by the trier of fact, 

but totaling no less than $5,291.93; 

B. awarding Plaintiff all general damages suffered as a result of Defendant’s 

wrongdoings, in an amount to be proven at trial and determined by the trier of fact, 

but totaling no less than $26,459.65; 

C. awarding Plaintiff all punitive and exemplary damages as the Court deems effective 

and essential to punish Defendant for their wrongdoings, and to make an example out 

of Defendant to deter others from engaging in similar action, in an amount to be 

proven at trial and determined by the trier of fact, but totaling between a range of no 

less than $35,000.00 - $500,000.00; and 

D. awarding Plaintiff such other, further, and different relief as the Court deems just, 

proper, and equitable under the circumstances of this matter. 

DATED July 26, 2022. 

      /s/ Good Client 
      Good Client, 
      Plaintiff Pro Se SAMPLE
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SWORN AFFIDAVIT 

TO:       

FROM:       

AFFIANT:       

DATE:      April 13, 2022 

CONTEXT 

This Sworn Affidavit (hereinafter referred to as this “Affidavit”) is made in regard to 

’s (hereinafter referred to as “ ”) 2021 Honda Civic Hatchback Sport 

Manual (VIN number ; hereinafter referred to as the “Vehicle”), which 

he purchased from  (hereinafter referred to as “Dealer”) on February 

15, 2022. Unbeknownst to , the clutch on the Vehicle was already severely worn out 

and damaged by the previous owner of the Vehicle by the time that  received the 

Vehicle. On March 14, 2022—only 27 days after  purchased the Vehicle from 

Dealer—  was driving from Utah to California when the vehicle’s clutch and clutch 

assembly (which includes the flywheel, pressure plate, and throwout bearing) malfunctioned.  

 took the Vehicle to a mechanic, who then diagnosed the Vehicle as having a severely 

worn-out and damaged clutch, and the flywheel, pressure plate, and throwout bearing were so 

damaged that they could not be resurfaced or otherwise repaired. Images of the clutch, flywheel, 

pressure plate, and throwout bearing are attached hereto as “Exhibit A.” Exhibit A shows the 

severe condition of the clutch disk; as aforementioned,  only had the vehicle for 27 

days when the incident occurred, so it is impossible that he could have worn out the clutch to 

such a severe extent during the time that he had the Vehicle;  did not abuse the 

Vehicle or otherwise cause these damages to occur. Thus, the only intelligent conclusion that can SAMPLE
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reasonably be made is that Dealer sold the Vehicle to  while knowing (or they should 

have known) that the clutch was faulty, worn out, and damaged by the previous owner of the 

Vehicle. 

 has since repaired the Vehicle, and now he seeks to recover the costs of 

repair, plus legal fees and other damages, from Dealer—which  is duly entitled to 

recover in consideration of the facts of this matter. 

AFFIDAVIT 

Upon the foregoing, and as the substance of this Affidavit, the affiant, , 

makes the following sworn affidavit, in the first person, as follows: 

1. My name is . 

2. I am  years old, and am, therefore, sui juris, and I am in all ways competent to 

make this sworn Affidavit in support of my case against Dealer. 

3. I am not a mechanic and do not have credentials pertaining thereto; however, I do 

have the ability to appreciate the damage done to the clutch and how unusual the extent of said 

damage is. 

4. The extent of the damage to the clutch and the clutch assembly of my Vehicle was 

most definitely unusual; upon consulting with multiple seasoned mechanics, I have determined 

and been informed that the damage seen on the clutch was much more severe than anything 

typically seen during vehicle clutch repairs. 

5. I personally inspected the damaged clutch, flywheel, pressure plate, and throwout 

bearing that were taken out of my Vehicle, and I was absolutely flabbergasted and taken aback 

by the severity of the damage to the clutch; even with my lack of experience as a mechanic, I SAMPLE

Altio
rem

 Leg
al 

Se
rvi

ces



Page 3 of 4 

 

was able to conclude that the damage done to the clutch was too severe and unusual to be 

normal; indeed, any reasonable person could see the clutch and determine that it is in a severe 

condition of disrepair and dilapidation—one need not be a mechanic to appreciate the obvious. 

6. Because the Vehicle has very low mileage on it (approximately only 15,000 miles), 

it is even more strange that the clutch broke down given that is was on a new vehicle; on a 

vehicle with such low mileage, I should not have had any problems with the clutch or otherwise 

given the newness of the Vehicle. 

7. I hereby solemnly swear, declare, and certify that I did not abuse the Vehicle in 

any manner whatsoever that would cause the damage sustained by the clutch and clutch 

assembly; none of my driving habits could have caused the damage, because I drive 

prudently and with care; I am willing to have my driving habits fairly assessed and 

scrutinized in order to substantially prove that none of my driving habits caused the 

damage to the clutch and clutch assembly. 

8. Taking into account the fact that I did not abuse the vehicle in any manner, the 

newness of the Vehicle, and after my inspection of the Vehicle’s damaged clutch and clutch 

assembly (clutch, flywheel, pressure plate, and throwout bearing), I have reasonably concluded 

that it is impossible that I could have worn out and damaged the clutch to the severe extent that it 

was damaged (as shown clearly in Exhibit A) in the short lapse of time that I drove the Vehicle 

before the clutch malfunctioned; the severe extent of the damage to the clutch—and in 

consideration of the short time that I had the Vehicle (only 27 days)—can only render one 

conclusion: the clutch and clutch assembly were already severely worn out and damaged by the 

previous owner of the Vehicle by the time that I purchased the Vehicle from Dealer. SAMPLE
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SWORN AFFIDAVIT 

TO:       

FROM:       

AFFIANT:       

DATE:      May 3, 2022 

CONTEXT 

This Sworn Affidavit (hereinafter referred to as this “Affidavit”) is made in regard to 

 (hereinafter referred to as “  2021 Honda Civic Hatchback Sport 

Manual (VIN number  hereinafter referred to as the “Vehicle”), which 

he purchased from  (hereinafter referred to as “Dealer”) on February 

15, 2022. Unbeknownst to  the clutch on the Vehicle was already severely worn out 

by the previous owner by the time that  received the vehicle. On March 14, 2022—

only 27 days after  purchased the Vehicle from Dealer—  was driving 

from Utah to California when the vehicle’s clutch and clutch assembly (which includes the 

flywheel, pressure plate, and throwout bearing) malfunctioned.  took the Vehicle to a 

mechanic, who then diagnosed the vehicle as having a severely worn-out and damaged clutch, 

and the flywheel, pressure plate, and throwout bearing were so damaged that they could not be 

resurfaced or otherwise repaired. Images of the clutch, flywheel, pressure plate, and throwout 

bearing are attached hereto as “Exhibit A.” Exhibit A shows the severe condition of the clutch 

disk; as aforementioned,  only had the vehicle for 27 days when the incident 

occurred, so it is impossible that he could have worn out the clutch to such severe extent during 

the time that he had the vehicle;  did not abuse the Vehicle or otherwise cause these 

damages to occur. The only intelligent conclusion that can reasonably be made is that Dealer SAMPLE
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sold the Vehicle to  knowing (or they should have known) that the clutch was faulty 

and worn out by the previous owner of the Vehicle. 

AFFIDAVIT 

Upon the foregoing, and as the substance of this Affidavit, the affiant,  

makes the following sworn affidavit, in the first person, as follows: 

1. My name is  

2. I am 48 years old, and am, therefore, sui juris, and I am in all ways competent to 

make this sworn Affidavit in support of  case against Dealer. 

3. I have approximately thirteen (13) years of experience working as a mechanic, 

including substantive experience working on vehicle clutches specifically. 

4. I have in the past inspected and replaced many clutches and clutch assemblies on 

several diverse types of vehicles during my career as a mechanic; I know, therefore, what a new 

clutch and an old clutch should look like, and I am well versed as to the normal damage that 

clutches usually sustain over years of driving; the extent of the damage to the Vehicle’s clutch 

was most definitely unusual—the damage is much more severe than anything seen typically 

during vehicle clutch repairs. 

5. I personally inspected the old clutch, flywheel, pressure plate, and throwout bearing 

that were taken out of  Vehicle, and I was absolutely flabbergasted by the severity 

of the damage to the clutch. 

6. Taking into account my experience as a mechanic, and after my inspection of the 

Vehicle’s clutch assembly (clutch, flywheel, pressure plate, and throwout bearing), I have 

concluded that it is impossible that  could have worn out and damaged the clutch to SAMPLE
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such a severe extent (as shown clearly in Exhibit A) in the short lapse of time that he drove the 

Vehicle before the clutch malfunctioned; the severe extent of the damage to the clutch, and in 

consideration of the short time that  had the Vehicle, can only render one conclusion: 

the clutch and clutch assembly were already severely worn out by the previous owner of the 

Vehicle by the time that  purchased the Vehicle. 

7. It is my personal belief that Dealer sold the Vehicle to  while knowing 

(or they should have known) that the clutch and clutch assembly (clutch, flywheel, pressure 

plate, and throwout bearing) were worn-out, faulty, and could malfunction at any moment. 

8. Reason compels the strong conclusion—and, indeed, reason has led me to strongly 

conclude—that because it was not any action or conduct on the part of  that damaged 

the clutch and clutch assembly on the Vehicle to the extent that they are damaged,  is 

duly entitled to recover the costs of repair of the Vehicle from Dealer. 

9. This is the end of my Affidavit; please see my sworn declaration and signature 

below, which applies to all the statements that I made herein. 

VERIFICATION 

 I hereby declare and swear, under criminal penalty under the laws of the State of Utah, 

that everything stated in this sworn Affidavit is, to the best of my knowledge, true and correct. 

 

 

  

/s/  
Printed Name  Signature 

 

Salk Lake County, State of Utah 

  

May 3, 2022 
Signed at (County and State)  Date 
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SWORN AFFIDAVIT 

TO:       

FROM:       

AFFIANT:       

DATE:      May 3, 2022 

CONTEXT 

This Sworn Affidavit (hereinafter referred to as this “Affidavit”) is made in regard to 

 (hereinafter referred to as “  2021 Honda Civic Hatchback Sport 

Manual (VIN number  hereinafter referred to as the “Vehicle”), which 

he purchased from  (hereinafter referred to as “Dealer”) on February 

15, 2022. Unbeknownst to  the clutch on the Vehicle was already severely worn out 

and damaged by the previous owner of the Vehicle by the time that  received the 

Vehicle. On March 14, 2022—only 27 days after  purchased the Vehicle from 

Dealer—  was driving from Utah to California when the vehicle’s clutch and clutch 

assembly (which includes the flywheel, pressure plate, and throwout bearing) malfunctioned.  

 took the Vehicle to a mechanic, who then diagnosed the Vehicle as having a severely 

worn-out and damaged clutch, and the flywheel, pressure plate, and throwout bearing were so 

damaged that they could not be resurfaced or otherwise repaired. Images of the clutch, flywheel, 

pressure plate, and throwout bearing are attached hereto as “Exhibit A.” Exhibit A shows the 

severe condition of the clutch disk; as aforementioned,  only had the vehicle for 27 

days when the incident occurred, so it is impossible that he could have worn out the clutch to 

such a severe extent during the time that he had the Vehicle;  did not abuse the 

Vehicle or otherwise cause these damages to occur. Thus, the only intelligent conclusion that can SAMPLE
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reasonably be made is that Dealer sold the Vehicle to  while knowing (or they should 

have known) that the clutch was faulty, worn out, and damaged by the previous owner of the 

Vehicle. 

 has since repaired the Vehicle, and now he seeks to recover the costs of 

repair, plus legal fees and other damages, from Dealer—which  is duly entitled to 

recover in consideration of the facts of this matter. 

AFFIDAVIT 

Upon the foregoing, and as the substance of this Affidavit, the affiant,  

makes the following sworn affidavit, in the first person, as follows: 

1. My name is  

2. I am 44 years old, and am, therefore, sui juris, and I am in all ways competent to 

make this sworn Affidavit in support of  case against Dealer. 

3. I started my career as a mechanic at age sixteen (16), and I am 44 years old now, so I 

have approximately 28 years of experience working as a mechanic, including substantive 

experience working on vehicle clutches specifically. 

4. My credentials include being a Master Mechanic Certified in Diesel. 

5. I have in the past inspected and replaced many clutches and clutch assemblies on 

several diverse types of vehicles during my career as a mechanic; I know, therefore, what a new 

clutch, an old clutch, and a damaged clutch should look like, and I have an ample understanding 

as to the normal damage and wear and tear that clutches usually sustain over years of driving. 

6. The extent of the damage to the clutch and the clutch assembly of  

Vehicle was most definitely unusual; the damage seen on the clutch was much more severe than SAMPLE
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anything typically seen during vehicle clutch repairs. 

7. I personally inspected the damaged clutch, flywheel, pressure plate, and throwout 

bearing that were taken out of  Vehicle, and I was absolutely flabbergasted and 

taken aback by the severity of the damage to the clutch; it simply was not normal. 

8. However, despite the damage to the clutch, I noticed that the clutch looked new—as 

if it had been recently installed. 

9. One possibility regarding the unusual damage to the clutch could be that the clutch 

was installed incorrectly, which would cause it to become damaged and worn-out much sooner 

than it should have. 

10. When I realized that the Vehicle had very low mileage on it (approximately only 

15,000 miles), it became even more strange that the clutch broke down on such a new vehicle; 

honestly, on a vehicle with such low mileage, I could “beat the hell out of” the vehicle and not 

have any problems with the clutch or otherwise. 

11. Taking into account my experience as a mechanic, my credentials, and after my 

inspection of the Vehicle’s clutch and clutch assembly (clutch, flywheel, pressure plate, and 

throwout bearing), I have reasonably concluded that it is impossible that  could have 

worn out and damaged the clutch to such a severe extent (as shown clearly in Exhibit A) in the 

short lapse of time that he drove the Vehicle before the clutch malfunctioned; the severe extent 

of the damage to the clutch, and in consideration of the short time that  had the 

Vehicle, can only render one conclusion: the clutch and clutch assembly were already severely 

worn out and damaged by the previous owner of the Vehicle by the time that  

purchased the Vehicle from Dealer. SAMPLE
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12. It is my personal belief that Dealer sold the Vehicle to  while knowing 

(or they should have known) that the clutch and clutch assembly were damaged, worn-out, 

faulty, and could malfunction at any moment. 

13. Reason compels the strong conclusion—and, indeed, reason has led me to strongly 

conclude—that because it was not any action, conduct, or driving habits on the part of  

 that damaged the clutch and clutch assembly on the Vehicle to the extent that they were 

damaged,  is duly entitled to recover the costs of repair of the Vehicle from Dealer. 

14. This is the end of my Affidavit; please see my sworn declaration and signature 

below, which applies to all the statements that I made herein. 

VERIFICATION 

 I hereby declare and swear, under criminal penalty under the laws of the State of Utah, 

that everything stated in this sworn Affidavit is, to the best of my knowledge, true and correct. 

 

 

  

/s/  
Printed Name  Signature 

 

Salk Lake County, State of Utah 

  

May 3, 2022 
Signed at (County and State)  Date 
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