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Plaintiffs, based on personal knowledge as to themselves and their own acts, and upon 

information and belief as to all other matters, allege as follows: 

INTRODUCTION 

1. Airbags are a critical component in the safety features of virtually every motor

vehicle sold in the United States and throughout the world. 

2. The Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991 mandates that all

passenger automobiles and light trucks built for the United States market after September 1, 1998 

be equipped with airbags installed as standard equipment for both the driver and front passenger.  

3. The Federal Motor Vehicle Safety Standards, detailed in 49 CFR § 571.208,

codifies the requirements for occupant crash protection with which a manufacturer is required to 

comply in the production of passenger vehicles.   

4. In order to prevent serious injury and death resulting from bodily impact with hard

interior surfaces of automobiles, such as windshields, steering columns, dashboards, video screens, 

and pillars, upon a vehicle experiencing a specified change in velocity in a collision, 

accelerometers and sensors, which are components of the occupant restraint system, trigger the 

deployment of vehicle airbags. Because collisions can occur at rates of speed that can cause serious 

injury, to be effective, airbags must deploy timely and at appropriate velocity to be effective, but 

not subject the occupant to additional unnecessary harm. To accomplish this, airbag systems such 

as the system installed into the Class Vehicles use an explosive charge to rapidly inflate the airbags 

upon being triggered.  

5. The following illustration, depicts the basic layout of the locations of components

of the driver’s side airbag system: 
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6. When people operate a motor vehicle or ride in one as a passenger, they trust and

rely on the manufacturers of those motor vehicles and the occupant restraint system components 

to make those vehicles safe.  

7. Manufacturers must take all necessary steps to ensure that the safety components

installed in vehicles—which can mean the difference between life and death in an accident—

function as designed, specified, promised, and intended.   

8. ARC Automotive Inc. is a leading manufacturer of airbag inflators, a critical safety

device in all modern motor vehicles. Airbag modules containing ARC Automotive Inc. hybrid 

inflators are installed in at least 30 million vehicles in the United States and everyday millions of 

people utilize these vehicles, by necessity, to carry-out their daily lives. They do so because they 

have no choice and in many cases they do so unaware that an act as simple as driving to work, 

driving to the grocery store, or driving to baseball practice, exposes them and their passengers to 

a hidden and potentially fatal defect lurking within the airbag module containing an ARC hybrid 

inflator. 
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9. Since at least July of 2015, Defendants have been aware of an issue concerning

hybrid inflators manufactured by ARC Automotive Inc. due to an ongoing National Highway 

Traffic Safety Association (“NHTSA”) investigation into reports of ruptured inflators that had 

dispersed shrapnel, injuring or even killing vehicle occupants.  

10. Defendants should have been aware of the defective inflators from internal testing

and from reports concerning incidents such as the incident which occurred when Lois Dutton was 

involved in a low speed collision as she turned in to her driveway.  

11. In an interview, Ms. Dutton stated that she “saw a cloud of white smoke and a flash

of white” as the airbag inflator ruptured upon impact. Shrapnel sliced through an artery in her neck, 

and she passed out. “It looked like someone had shot a gun at the windshield,” she said.  

12. The inflator in Ms. Dutton’s vehicle was manufactured by ARC Automotive Inc.

and present in a Class Vehicle manufactured and sold by FCA.1 

13. Since no later than 2015, the Vehicle Manufacturer Defendants have been well

aware of the risks ARC Automotive Inc. takes with its production process and lacking quality 

control measures during the manufacture of its hybrid inflators.  

14. Despite this knowledge, ARC Automotive Inc. continued to manufacture millions

of inflators and the Vehicle Manufacturer Defendants continued to purchase millions of inflators 

for installation into Class Vehicles. 

15. Additionally, ARC Automotive Inc. continued to advertise and sell these inflators

to members of the Class all while failing to implement either a design change or process and quality 

control changes to eliminate the excess weld flash present in the defective inflators. 

1 See Hiroko Tabuchi, NEW YORK TIMES, Airbag Flaw Investigated at ARC Automotive (July 
15, 2015), available at https://www.nytimes.com/2015/07/15/business/airbag-flaw-investigated-
at-arc-automotive.html. 
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16. This Inflator Defect has caused at least 2 deaths and 4 injuries, all of which are

attributable to these inflators rupturing.  

17. This action seeks, to the extent it can, some measure of justice for those who have

been harmed by the illegal and tortious acts described in this complaint. It seeks both compensatory 

and punitive damages in an amount reflective of the egregious nature of the defendant’s conduct. 

It also seeks injunctive relief to compel ARC Automotive, Inc. and the Vehicle Manufacturer 

Defendants to take immediate and effective action to either (1) replace all of the defective airbag 

modules with airbag modules that do not contain inflators with the friction weld flash defect, or 

(2) immediately institute a re-purchase program to take all of the unsafe class vehicles off the road.

NATURE OF CLAIMS 

18. This action concerns defective inflators manufactured by Defendant ARC

Automotive, Inc. and its related entities (“ARC”), and installed in vehicles manufactured and 

distributed by General Motors LLC, Hyundai Motor Group, Hyundai Motor Company, Hyundai 

Motor America, Kia Motors America, Inc., Kia Motors Corporation, Hyundai Mobis Co., Ltd., 

Mobis Parts America, LLC, and their related entities (collectively the “Vehicle Manufacturer 

Defendants”).  

19. As a result of a defective design and defective manufacturing process resulting in a

common, uniform defect—the presence of excess friction weld flash inside the inflators—instead 

of protecting vehicle occupants from bodily injury during accidents, the Defective Airbag Modules 

too often violently explode and rupture, expelling metal debris and shrapnel at vehicle occupants. 

20. The inflators in the Class Vehicles suffer from a design defect as follows: the design

of the inflators fails to account for the excess, asymmetrical weld flash which is a byproduct of the 

friction welding process that is required to manufacture these inflators according to ARC’s design. 

During manufacture of these inflators, the friction welding process creates excess, asymmetrical 
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weld flash at the interface between the inner diameter of the support tube and the upper pressure 

vessel. During deployment of the inflator during an accident, a portion of this excess, asymmetrical 

weld flash can become dislodged. If the dislodged weld flash is not large enough to block the gas 

exit orifice, this weld flash will exit the inflator through the gas exit orifice. If the dislodged weld 

flash is sufficiently large, it will lodge in the gas exit orifice, resulting in an increase of pressure 

in the inflator housing, and causing a rupture (“Inflator Defect” or “Defect”). 

21. As a result of Defendants’ misconduct, Plaintiffs and members of the proposed

Classes were harmed and suffered actual damages. The Defective Airbag Modules containing the 

Inflator Defect significantly diminish the value of the cars in which they are installed.  

22. Plaintiffs and the Classes did not receive the benefit of their bargain; rather, they

purchased and leased vehicles that are of a lesser standard, grade, and quality than represented, 

and they did not receive vehicles that met ordinary and reasonable consumer expectations 

regarding safe and reliable operation. Purchasers or lessees of the Class Vehicles paid more, either 

through a higher purchase price or higher lease payments, than they would have had the defects 

been disclosed. 

THE PARTIES 

I. ARC Defendant

23. Defendant ARC Automotive, Inc. (“ARC”) is a Delaware corporation, with

manufacturing facilities in Morgantown, Kentucky and Hartsville, Tennessee, among others. ARC 

is a global manufacturer that produces a full complement of inflators for automotive airbag 

applications. ARC can be served through its registered agent, The Corporation Trust Company, 

1209 Orange Street, Corporation Trust Center, Wilmington, DE 19801. ARC delivers its products 
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into the stream of commerce with the expectation that they will be purchased by consumers in the 

United States and the State of South Carolina. 

24. ARC was acquired and is wholly-owned by the Yinyi Group as of 2016. The Yinyi

Group is a large group corporation with business in real estate development, resource industry, 

new materials and technologies development, domestic and international trade, property 

management, logistics, warehousing, construction material and five-star hotels. Yinyi maintains 

its headquarters at 27th Floor, Bund Building, No. 132 Renmin Road Jiangbei District Ningbo, 

Zhejiang, 315020, China. 

25. Defendant ARC is the manufacturer of all the faulty airbags recalled by the NHTSA

that are the subject of this Complaint. 

II. Vehicle Manufacturer Defendants

26. General Motors LLC (“General Motors LLC”) is organized in Delaware and

maintains its executive offices at 300 Renaissance Center, Detroit, Michigan. The sole member of 

General Motors LLC is General Motors Holdings LLC.  

27. Defendant Hyundai Motor Group is a general partnership composed of, inter alia,

Hyundai Motor Company, Kia Corporation, and Hyundai Mobis Co., Ltd.. 

28. Defendant Hyundai Motor Company (“HMC”) is a South Korean multinational

automotive manufacturer headquartered at 12 Heolleung-Ro, Seocho-Gu, Seoul, 06797 South 

Korea. 

29. Defendant Hyundai Motor America (“HMA”) is a California corporation with its

principal place of business at 10550 Talbert Ave, Fountain Valley, California. HMA is subsidiary 

of HMC, a South Korea-based company. 
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30. Defendants HMA and HMC are collectively referred to as “Hyundai” or “Hyundai

Defendants.” Hyundai vehicles sold in the United States contain defective Inflators manufactured 

by the ARC Defendants. The Hyundai Defendants deliver these products into the stream of 

commerce with the expectation that they will be purchased by consumers in the United States and 

the State of South Carolina. 

31. Defendant Kia Corporation (“Kia Corp.”) is a South Korean multinational

automobile manufacturer headquartered at 231, Yangjae-dong, Seocho-gu, 137-130, Seoul, South 

Korea. 

32. Defendant Kia America, Inc. (“Kia US”) is a corporation duly organized and

existing under the laws of the State of California with its headquarters and principal place of 

business located at 111 Peters Canyon Road, Irvine, California. Kia US is a subsidiary of Kia 

Motors Corporation, a South Korea-based company. Kia US markets and arranges for the 

distribution of automobiles nationwide from its Irvine, California headquarters. Kia US is the 

franchisor of Kia dealerships. 

33. Defendants Kia US and Kia Corp. are collectively referred to as “Kia” or “Kia

Defendants.” Kia vehicles sold in the United States contain defective Inflators manufactured by 

the ARC Defendants. The Kia Defendants deliver these products into the stream of commerce with 

the expectation that they will be purchased by consumers in the United States and the State of 

South Carolina. 

34. Defendant Hyundai Mobis Co., Ltd. (“Hyundai Mobis”) is a corporation duly

organized and existing under the laws of Korean with a principal place of business located at 203, 

Teheran-ro, Gangnam-gu, Seoul, South Korea 135-977. Hyundai Mobis Co., Ltd. Sells and/or 

offers for sale in the United States, including in South Carolina, certain airbags and occupant 
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restraint system components as new and after-sales components for inclusion in automobiles in 

the United States, and in South Carolina, including the Subject Vehicle.  Defendant Hyundai Mobis 

transacts business in this State either alone and/or by and through its subsidiaries and derives 

substantial revenue from business in the State of South Carolina. Because Hyundai Mobis transacts 

business within the State of South Carolina, jurisdiction is proper with respect to Defendant 

Hyundai Mobis.    

35. Defendant Mobis Parts America, LLC (“Mobis Parts”) is corporation organized and

existing under the laws of Delaware with its principal place of business located at 10550 Talbert 

Ave., 4th Floor, Fountain Valley, California 92708. Mobis Parts America, LLC is a wholly owned 

subsidiary of Hyundai Mobis Co. Ltd. and engages in business activities in furtherance of the 

interests of Hyundai Mobis Co. Ltd. Hyundai Mobis Co. Ltd. is the parent company of Mobis Parts 

America, LLC. Defendant Mobis Parts transacts business in this State either alone and/or by and 

through its affiliated enterprises and derives substantial revenue from business in the State of South 

Carolina. Because Mobis Parts transacts business within the State of South Carolina, jurisdiction 

is proper with respect to Defendant Mobis Parts. 

36. All of the non-ARC OEM Defendants are collectively referred to as the “Vehicle

Manufacturer Defendants.” For the sake of clarity, the Vehicle Manufacturer Defendants are 

General Motors LLC, Hyundai Motor Group, Hyundai Motor Company, Hyundai Motor America, 

Kia Corporation, Kia America, Inc., Hyundai Mobis Co., Ltd., and Mobis Parts America, LLC. 

III. Plaintiffs

37. Plaintiff Aaron Jophlin (“Plaintiff” for purposes of paragraphs 37-38) is an

individual residing in Pawleys Island, South Carolina. Plaintiff purchased a 2015 GMC Acadia, 

VIN 1GKKRTKD8FJ170923 (for purposes of Plaintiff’s allegations, the “Class Vehicle”) for 
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personal, family, and/or household use on or around December 23, 2015. At the time, Plaintiff 

reasonably expected that the airbags in the Class Vehicle would not contain a safety defect.  

38. Plaintiff had no way of knowing the Class Vehicle contained the Inflator Defect

that could cause. To the contrary, before acquiring the Class Vehicle, Plaintiff viewed or heard 

commercials and reviews through television, radio, and/or the internet that touted the safety and 

reliability of the Class Vehicle. Defendants concealed the existence of the Inflator Defect from 

Plaintiff and consumers. Plaintiff would not have purchased the Class Vehicle, or would have paid 

less for it, if Defendants did not conceal material information about the Inflator Defect and as a 

result, the value of Plaintiff’s Class Vehicle has diminished. 

39. Plaintiff Ronald Wolf (“Plaintiff” for purposes of paragraphs 39-40) is an

individual residing in Johns Island, South Carolina. Plaintiff purchased a 2013 Chevrolet 

Silverado, VIN 1GCRKSE79DZ309440 (for purposes of Plaintiff’s allegations, the “Class 

Vehicle”) for personal, family, and/or household use on or around 2016. At the time, Plaintiff 

reasonably expected that the airbags in the Class Vehicle would not contain a safety defect.  

40. Plaintiff had no way of knowing the Class Vehicle contained the Inflator Defect

that could cause. To the contrary, before acquiring the Class Vehicle, Plaintiff viewed or heard 

commercials and reviews through television, radio, and/or the internet that touted the safety and 

reliability of the Class Vehicle. Defendants concealed the existence of the Inflator Defect from 

Plaintiff and consumers. Plaintiff would not have purchased the Class Vehicle, or would have paid 

less for it, if Defendants did not conceal material information about the Inflator Defect and as a 

result, the value of Plaintiff’s Class Vehicle has diminished. 

41. Plaintiff Latricia Ford (“Plaintiff” for purposes of paragraphs 41-42) is an

individual residing in Goose Creek, South Carolina. Plaintiff purchased a 2008 Kia Sportage, VIN 
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KNDJF724387531269 (for purposes of Plaintiff’s allegations, the “Class Vehicle”) for personal, 

family, and/or household use on or around 2009. At the time, Plaintiff reasonably expected that 

the airbags in the Class Vehicle would not contain a safety defect.  

42. Plaintiff had no way of knowing the Class Vehicle contained the Inflator Defect

that could cause. To the contrary, before acquiring the Class Vehicle, Plaintiff viewed or heard 

commercials and reviews through television, radio, and/or the internet that touted the safety and 

reliability of the Class Vehicle. Defendants concealed the existence of the Inflator Defect from 

Plaintiff and consumers. Plaintiff would not have purchased the Class Vehicle, or would have paid 

less for it, if Defendants did not conceal material information about the Inflator Defect and as a 

result, the value of Plaintiff’s Class Vehicle has diminished. 

43. Plaintiff Terre Bohman (“Plaintiff” for purposes of paragraphs 43-44) is an

individual residing in Goose Creek, South Carolina. Plaintiff purchased a 2014 Hyundai Genesis, 

VIN KMHGC4DD8DU254558 (for purposes of Plaintiff’s allegations, the “Class Vehicle”) for 

personal, family, and/or household use on or around 2014. At the time, Plaintiff reasonably 

expected that the airbags in the Class Vehicle would not contain a safety defect.  

44. Plaintiff had no way of knowing the Class Vehicle contained the Inflator Defect

that could cause. To the contrary, before acquiring the Class Vehicle, Plaintiff viewed or heard 

commercials and reviews through television, radio, and/or the internet that touted the safety and 

reliability of the Class Vehicle. Defendants concealed the existence of the Inflator Defect from 

Plaintiff and consumers. Plaintiff would not have purchased the Class Vehicle, or would have paid 

less for it, if Defendants did not conceal material information about the Inflator Defect and as a 

result, the value of Plaintiff’s Class Vehicle has diminished. 
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45. Plaintiff Cortney Driggers (“Plaintiff” for purposes of paragraphs 45-46) is an

individual residing in Andrews, South Carolina. Plaintiff purchased a 2012 Chevrolet Equinox, 

VIN 2GNALBEK5C1243367 (for purposes of Plaintiff’s allegations, the “Class Vehicle”) for 

personal, family, and/or household use on or around November of 2016. At the time, Plaintiff 

reasonably expected that the airbags in the Class Vehicle would not contain a safety defect.  

46. Plaintiff had no way of knowing the Class Vehicle contained the Inflator Defect

that could cause. To the contrary, before acquiring the Class Vehicle, Plaintiff viewed or heard 

commercials and reviews through television, radio, and/or the internet that touted the safety and 

reliability of the Class Vehicle. Defendants concealed the existence of the Inflator Defect from 

Plaintiff and consumers. Plaintiff would not have purchased the Class Vehicle, or would have paid 

less for it, if Defendants did not conceal material information about the Inflator Defect and as a 

result, the value of Plaintiff’s Class Vehicle has diminished. 

47. Plaintiff Whitney Harrelson (“Plaintiff” for purposes of paragraphs 47-48) is an

individual residing in Georgetown, South Carolina. Plaintiff purchased a 2017 GMC Acadia, VIN 

1GKKNMLS3HZ281611 (for purposes of Plaintiff’s allegations, the “Class Vehicle”) for 

personal, family, and/or household use on or about April 28, 2021. At the time, Plaintiff reasonably 

expected that the airbags in the Class Vehicle would not contain a safety defect.  

48. Plaintiff had no way of knowing the Class Vehicle contained the Inflator Defect

that could cause. To the contrary, before acquiring the Class Vehicle, Plaintiff viewed or heard 

commercials and reviews through television, radio, and/or the internet that touted the safety and 

reliability of the Class Vehicle. Defendants concealed the existence of the Inflator Defect from 

Plaintiff and consumers. Plaintiff would not have purchased the Class Vehicle, or would have paid 

2:22-cv-02507-BHH     Date Filed 08/01/22    Entry Number 1     Page 14 of 76



12 

less for it, if Defendants did not conceal material information about the Inflator Defect and as a 

result, the value of Plaintiff’s Class Vehicle has diminished. 

49. Plaintiff Patricia Mobley (“Plaintiff” for purposes of paragraphs 49-50) is an

individual residing in Georgetown, South Carolina. Plaintiff purchased a 2011 Chevrolet Malibu, 

VIN 1G1G1ZB5E12BF213511 (for purposes of Plaintiff’s allegations, the “Class Vehicle”) for 

personal, family, and/or household use on or about July 20, 2020. At the time, Plaintiff reasonably 

expected that the airbags in the Class Vehicle would not contain a safety defect.  

50. Plaintiff had no way of knowing the Class Vehicle contained the Inflator Defect

that could cause. To the contrary, before acquiring the Class Vehicle, Plaintiff viewed or heard 

commercials and reviews through television, radio, and/or the internet that touted the safety and 

reliability of the Class Vehicle. Defendants concealed the existence of the Inflator Defect from 

Plaintiff and consumers. Plaintiff would not have purchased the Class Vehicle, or would have paid 

less for it, if Defendants did not conceal material information about the Inflator Defect and as a 

result, the value of Plaintiff’s Class Vehicle has diminished. 

JURISDICTION AND VENUE 

51. Jurisdiction is proper in this Court pursuant to the Class Action Fairness Act, 28

U.S.C. § 1332(d), because members of the proposed Class are citizens of states different from 

Defendants’ home states, and the aggregate amount in controversy exceeds $5,000,000, exclusive 

of interest and costs. Also, jurisdiction is proper in this Court pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1331, because 

Plaintiffs’ MMWA claims arise under federal law, and this Court has supplemental jurisdiction 

over Plaintiffs’ state law claims under 28 U.S.C. § 1367.  

52. Venue is proper in this Court pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1391(a) because a substantial

part of the events or omissions giving rise to these claims occurred in this District, the Defendants 
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have caused harm to class members residing in this District, and the Defendants are residents of 

this District under 28 U.S.C. 1391(c)(2) because they are subject to personal jurisdiction in this 

district. Also, venue is proper in this district pursuant to 18 U.S.C. § 1965. 

53. Venue is proper in this district pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1391 (a)-(c). Each Defendant

does substantial business in South Carolina and within this District, and each maintains requisite 

minimum contacts with South Carolina.  

54. Furthermore, venue is proper in this District because, like many other class

members, significant and material aspects of the transactions relating to Plaintiffs’ purchase of 

their Class Vehicles occurred within and were otherwise connected to this District. 

55. ARC and the Vehicle Manufacturer Defendants distribute the vehicles equipped

with the Defective Inflators in this District and receive substantial compensation and profits from 

the sale, service, and use of vehicles equipped with the Defective Inflators in this District, and each 

Defendant’s misconduct occurred within this District so as to subject each to this Court’s personal 

jurisdiction.  

56. This Court has personal jurisdiction over Plaintiffs because Plaintiffs submit to the

Court’s jurisdiction. This Court has personal jurisdiction over Defendants, because they conduct 

substantial business in this District; some of the actions giving rise to the Complaint took place in 

this District; and some of Plaintiffs’ claims arise out of Defendants operating, conducting, 

engaging in, or carrying on a business or business venture in this state or having an office or agency 

in this state, committing a tortious act in this state, and causing injury to property in this state 

arising out of Defendants’ acts and omissions outside this state; and at or about the time of such 

injuries Defendants were engaged in solicitation or service activities within this state or products, 
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materials, or things processed, serviced, or manufactured by Defendants anywhere were used or 

consumed within this state in the ordinary course of commerce, trade, or use.  

I. Personal Jurisdiction – The ARC Defendant

57. This Honorable Court has personal jurisdiction over Defendant ARC Automotive,

Inc. (“ARC”) a foreign corporation because it receives substantial compensation and profits from 

the sale of the Defective Inflators intended for vehicles sold in this District and has and continues 

to conceal and make material omissions in this District so as to subject it to in personam 

jurisdiction in this District. 

58. ARC  conducts substantial business in the state of South Carolina such that it should

anticipate being haled into Court here, because its acts and/or omissions and the consequences 

thereof resulted in tortious injury to the Plaintiffs in this state, and because some of the actions 

giving rise to this Complaint took place in this state.  

59. Upon information and belief, ARC maintains contractual relationships with the

Vehicle Manufacturer Defendants to supply component parts with the intent they be installed and 

sold in Class Vehicles, including sales to Vehicle Manufacturer Defendants manufacturing and 

assembling vehicles in South Carolina and others with a network of dealerships in South Carolina. 

60. ARC’s factories in Knoxville, Tennesse; Morgantown, Kentucky, and McAllen,

Texas have repeatedly consigned shipments that arrived through South Carolina ports. These 

shipments contained airbag inflator components and testing supplies, including inflator tank 

testing equipment and metal component parts. As the consignee, ARC takes possession of the 

goods at the port of entry and arranges for their transport to the ARC facilities. Thus, ARC has 

conducted substantial business in South Carolina and has afforded itself to the protection of South 

Carolina laws.  
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61. ARC, through its overseas facilities, particularly ARC Qing Hua (XI AN)

Automotive, has repeatedly imported shipments containing “safety devices,” i.e., airbag inflators, 

through the Port of Charleston. These shipments were consigned predominately by Key Safety 

Systems, which manufactured many of the airbag assembly modules in the Class Vehicles.  

II. Personal Jurisdiction – General Motors

62. This Honorable Court has personal jurisdiction over Defendant General Motors

LLC (“General Motors LLC”) a foreign corporation because it conducts substantial business in the 

state of South Carolina such that it should anticipate being haled into Court here, has an agent in 

the state of South Carolina, sells its vehicles in South Carolina through a dealership network with 

the intent that its vehicles would be purchased and used in South Carolina, maintains websites in 

which South Carolina residents can communicate with General Motors LLC, corresponds with 

South Carolina residents with respect to recalls, warranty issues, and technical service bulletins, 

because its acts and/or omissions and the consequences thereof resulted in tortious injury to the 

Plaintiffs in this state, and because some of the actions giving rise to this Complaint took place in 

this state.  

63. This Honorable Court has personal jurisdiction over Defendant General Motors

Holdings LLC (“General Motors Holdings”) a foreign corporation because it conducts substantial 

business in the state of South Carolina such that it should anticipate being haled into Court here, 

is the sole owner of General Motors LLC, because its acts and/or omissions and the consequences 

thereof resulted in tortious injury to the Plaintiffs in this state, and because some of the actions 

giving rise to this Complaint took place in this state. 

64. This Honorable Court has personal jurisdiction over Defendant General Motors

Company (“General Motors Parent”) a foreign corporation because it conducts substantial business 
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in the state of South Carolina such that it should anticipate being haled into Court here, is the sole 

owner of General Motors Holdings, because its acts and/or omissions and the consequences thereof 

resulted in tortious injury to the Plaintiffs in this state, and because some of the actions giving rise 

to this Complaint took place in this state. This includes all sales of the GM-branded Class Vehicles 

manufactured by General Motors Parent containing defective Inflators manufactured by the ARC 

Defendants. 

65. General Motors LLC submitted itself to the jurisdiction before this Court through

its pervasive marketing and purposeful cultivation of profitable relationships with customers, 

dealerships, service facilities, and other individuals and entities throughout South Carolina.  

66. General Motors LLC has been registered to do business in the State of South

Carolina since its creation in 2009. General Motors LLC’s registered agent for service is 

Corporation Service Company at 508 Meeting Street, West Columbia, South Carolina.  

III. Personal Jurisdiction – Hyundai Motor Group

A. Hyundai Motor Group

67. This Honorable Court has personal jurisdiction over Defendant Hyundai Motor

Group a foreign partnership because it conducts substantial business in the state of South Carolina 

such that it should anticipate being haled into Court here, has an agent in the state of South 

Carolina, because its acts and/or omissions and the consequences thereof resulted in tortious injury 

to the Plaintiffs in this state, and because some of the actions giving rise to this Complaint took 

place in this state. This includes all sales of the Kia and Hyundai-branded Class Vehicles 

manufactured and shipped to the United States by Hyundai Motor Corporation containing 

defective airbag modules manufactured by Hyundai Mobis Co., Ltd. containing Defective Inflators 

manufactured by the ARC Defendants. 
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68. Hyundai Motor Group is a partnership of multiple corporations including, Hyundai

Motor Company, Kia Motors Corporation, and Hyundai Mobis Co., Ltd. 

69. Hyundai Motor Company, Kia Motors Corporation, and Hyundai Mobis Co., Ltd.

are all each partners within the Hyundai Motor Group acting as both principals and agents to each 

other and to the partnership.  

70. The Hyundai Motor Group has embraced a management philosophy which claims

to have an “Unlimited Sense of Responsibility.”  

71. Specifically, Hyundai Motor Group claims to have a management philosophy

which carries “[a]n unlimited sense of responsibility for our customers’ safety and happiness 

[which] is manifested in quality management and extends to the ideal of creating greater value for 

society at large.”2 

72. The Hyundai Motor Group partnership is solidified by a series of cross holdings,

including: 

a. Kia Corporation owns approximately 17.33% of Hyundai Mobis Co., Ltd;

b. Hyundai Mobis Co., Ltd. owns approximately 17.28% of Kia Corporation;

c. Hyundai Mobis Co., Ltd. owns approximately 21.43% of Hyundai Motor

Company; and

2 Management Philosophy, HYUNDAI MOTOR GROUP, 
https://www.hyundaimotorgroup.com/about-us/CONT0000000000002733 (last visited July 21, 
2022).  
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d. Hyundai Motor Company owns approximately 33.88% of Kia Corporation.  

73. The Hyundai Motor Group collectively designs and builds Kia and Hyundai 

vehicles, integrating component parts from Hyundai Mobis, including ARC sourced inflators, and 

distributes these vehicles and parts globally, including to the State of South Carolina.  

74. The Hyundai Motor Group has established a network of new car dealers in the State 

of South Carolina, including 13 Kia dealers and 11 Hyundai dealers.  
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Above: A map detailing the locations of new Kia (Black Icons) and Hyundai (Blue Icons) dealers in South 
Carolina. 

75. Hyundai Motor Group is subject to personal jurisdiction within the State of South

Carolina because its members, acting as both principals and agents, have transacted business in 

the State of South Carolina, have contracted to supply vehicles and Defective Inflators in the State 

of South Carolina, have produced, manufactured, and distributed vehicles and Defective inflators 

with the reasonable expectation that the vehicles and Defective inflators would be used in the State 

of South Carolina.  

76. Hyundai Motor Group is subject to personal jurisdiction within the State of South

Carolina because its members are subject to personal jurisdiction within the State of South 

Carolina.  
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B. Hyundai Motor Company 

77. This Honorable Court has personal jurisdiction over Defendant Hyundai Motor 

Company (“HMC”) a foreign corporation because it conducts substantial business in the state of 

South Carolina such that it should anticipate being haled into Court here, has an agent in the state 

of South Carolina, because its acts and/or omissions and the consequences thereof resulted in 

tortious injury to the Plaintiffs in this state, and because some of the actions giving rise to this 

Complaint took place in this state. This includes all sales of the Hyundai-branded Class Vehicles 

manufactured and shipped to the United States by Hyundai Motor Corporation containing 

defective Inflators manufactured by the ARC Defendants. 

78. Hyundai Motor Company owns approximately 33.88% of Kia Corporation. 

79. Hyundai Motor Company is the sole owner of Hyundai Motor America. 

80. Hyundai Motor Company’s stated business purposes include (1) the manufacture 

and sale of all kinds of vehicles, (2) engaging in the import and export business, (3) wholesale of 

vehicle parts and automobile supplies, (4) engaging in the development and sales of resources 

overseas, and (5) to operate all related businesses. Hyundai Motor Company’s charter specifically 

allows that it may establish factories, branch offices, or sub-branch offices away from its home 

location.  

81. Hyundai Motor Company has established a network of 11 new car dealerships in 

South Carolina.  
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Above: A map detailing the locations of new Hyundai dealers in South Carolina. 

82. Hyundai Motor Company has furthered its business model by reaching into South

Carolina and routinely receives shipments of its products, including airbag component parts, 

through the Port of Charleston from its partner entities, including Hyundai Mobis Co., Ltd. 

C. Hyundai Motor America

83. This Honorable Court has personal jurisdiction over Defendant Hyundai Motor

America (“HMA”) a foreign corporation because it conducts substantial business in the state of 

South Carolina such that it should anticipate being haled into Court here, has an agent in the state 

of South Carolina, sells its vehicles in South Carolina through a dealership network with the intent 

that its vehicles would be purchased and used in South Carolina, maintains websites in which 

South Carolina residents can communicate with Hyundai Motor America, corresponds with South 

Carolina residents with respect to recalls, warranty issues, and technical service bulletins, because 

its acts and/or omissions and the consequences thereof resulted in tortious injury to the Plaintiffs 

in this state, and because some of the actions giving rise to this Complaint took place in this state. 
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84. Hyundai Motor America is wholly owned by Hyundai Motor Company. 

D. Kia Corporation 

85. This Honorable Court has personal jurisdiction over Defendant Kia Corporation 

(“Kia Corp.”) a foreign corporation because it conducts substantial business in the state of South 

Carolina such that it should anticipate being haled into Court here, has an agent in the state of 

South Carolina, because its acts and/or omissions and the consequences thereof resulted in tortious 

injury to the Plaintiffs in this state, and because some of the actions giving rise to this Complaint 

took place in this state. This includes all sales of the Kia-branded Class Vehicles manufactured 

and shipped to the United States by Kia Motors Corporation containing defective Inflators 

manufactured by the ARC Defendants. 

86. Kia Motors Corporation changed its name to Kia Corporation in 2021.  

 
Above: A map detailing the locations of new Kia dealers in South Carolina. 
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E. Kia America, Inc.

87. This Honorable Court has personal jurisdiction over Defendant Kia America, Inc.

(“Kia US”) a foreign corporation because it conducts substantial business in the state of South 

Carolina such that it should anticipate being haled into Court here, has an agent in the state of 

South Carolina, sells its vehicles in South Carolina through a dealership network with the intent 

that its vehicles would be purchased and used in South Carolina, maintains websites in which 

South Carolina residents can communicate with Kia US, corresponds with South Carolina 

residents with respect to recalls, warranty issues, and technical service bulletins, because its acts 

and/or omissions and the consequences thereof resulted in tortious injury to the Plaintiffs in this 

state, and because some of the actions giving rise to this Complaint took place in this state. 

88. Kia Motors America, Inc. changed its name to Kia America, Inc. in 2021.

F. Hyundai Mobis Co., Ltd.

89. This Honorable Court has personal jurisdiction over Defendant Hyundai Mobis

Co., Ltd.. (“Hyundai Mobis”) a foreign corporation because it conducts substantial business in the 

state of South Carolina such that it should anticipate being haled into Court here, has an agent in 

the state of South Carolina, sells its products in South Carolina through a dealership network with 

the intent that its products would be purchased and used in South Carolina, because its acts and/or 

omissions and the consequences thereof resulted in tortious injury to the Plaintiffs in this state, and 

because some of the actions giving rise to this Complaint took place in this state. 

90. Hyundai Mobis Co., Ltd. is the sole owner of Mobis America, Inc., which in turn

is the sole owner of Mobis Parts America, LLC. 
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91. Hyundai Mobis Co., Ltd. is the owner of the former sales divisions for motor parts 

for after-sales service for Hyundai and Kia vehicles, which were formerly owned by Hyundai and 

Kia, respectively.  

92. Hyundai Mobis Co., Ltd. has two distinct methods for directing its products to the 

State of South Carolina: 

a. Hyundai Mobis Co., Ltd. uses the partnership network known as Hyundai 

Motor Group to sell its component parts, including airbag modules incorporating ARC inflators 

to Hyundai Motors and Kia Corporation for installation into new vehicles, which are then 

distributed through the Hyundai Motor Group dealership network to citizens of South Carolina; 

b. Hyundai Mobis Co., Ltd. also sells replacement parts to new and used car 

dealerships, as well as repair shops for installation into used vehicles. This action takes place 

both through the Hyundai Motor Group network via Hyundai and Kia and through Hyundai 

Mobis Co., Ltd.’s wholly owned subsidiary, Mobis Parts America. This distribution procedure 
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applies to airbag modules incorporating ARC inflators as each airbag module must be replaced 

after every accident involving a commanded deployment.  

93. Hyundai Mobis Co., Ltd. routinely ships its products including airbag component

parts through the Port of Charleston to its partner and subsidiary entities, including Mobis Parts 

America, LLC. 

G. Mobis Parts America

94. This Honorable Court has personal jurisdiction over Defendant Mobis Parts

America (“MPA”), a foreign corporation because it conducts substantial business in the state of 

South Carolina such that it should anticipate being haled into Court here, has an agent in the state 

of South Carolina, sells its products in South Carolina through a dealership network with the intent 

that its products would be purchased and used in South Carolina, because its acts and/or omissions 

and the consequences thereof resulted in tortious injury to the Plaintiffs in this state, and because 

some of the actions giving rise to this Complaint took place in this state. 
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95. Mobis Parts America routinely receives shipments of its products, including airbag

component parts, through the Port of Charleston from its partner entities, including Hyundai Mobis 

Co., Ltd. 

GENERAL FACTUAL ALLEGATIONS 

I. Definitions.

96. Plaintiffs bring this action on behalf of themselves and all persons similarly situated

who purchased or leased Class Vehicles manufactured, distributed, or sold by the Vehicle 

Manufacturer Defendants that contain airbags containing defective inflators manufactured by 

Defendant ARC. Plaintiffs seek redress individually and on behalf of those similarly situated for 

economic losses stemming from the Defendants’ manufacture and use of Defective Airbags in the 

Class Vehicles, including but not limited to diminished value, loss of use, and out-of-pocket costs. 

Plaintiffs, on behalf of themselves and those similarly situated, seek to recover damages and 

statutory penalties, and injunctive relief/equitable relief.  

97. Airbags with the Inflator Defect are sometimes referred to as “Defective Airbags.”

98. “Class Vehicles” refers to all vehicles purchased or leased in the United States that

have hybrid inflators manufactured by Defendant ARC.  

II. ARC is a Major Manufacturer of Airbag Inflators.

99. Defendant ARC is a global manufacturer that produces a full complement of

inflators for automotive airbag applications (driver, side, head, knee, seat, seatbelt, and curtain). 

100. ARC advertises its core values as “safety, people, commitment, integrity, and

communication.” 
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101. ARC claims to maintain “safety” and “integrity” as core values,3 yet ARC has

failed to live up to these assurances by inter alia: 

a. manufacturing, distributing, and selling airbags that can cause serious bodily injury

or death;

b. intentionally concealing the foregoing from Plaintiffs, Class members, and federal

regulators; and

c. making incomplete representations about the safety and reliability of the Class

Vehicles, while purposefully withholding material facts from Plaintiffs, Class

members, and federal regulators that contradicted these representations.

III. ARC’s Defectively Designed and Manufactured Inflators

A. ARC’s Poor and Dangerous Design And Production Process

102. The Defective Inflators are a hybrid technology that uses both a propellant

explosive and stored compressed gasses to rapidly inflate the air bag. These inflators are also 

toroidal in shape.   

103. Defendant ARC has offered its Vehicle Manufacturer Defendants a variety of

drivers and passenger hybrid toroidal inflators since 2001. 

104. All ARC hybrid toroidal inflators share the same “donut” housing shape.

105. The ARC designations of their driver’s hybrid toroidal inflators are CADH/DH-7

(single stage) and DCADH (dual stage). The passenger designations are PH7-90, PH7-120 (single 

stage) and PH7-120, DPH7 (dual stage).  

3 About Us, ARC – PIONEERING SAFETY, SINCE 1948, http://www.arcautomotive.com/about.html, 
last visited July 7, 2022.  
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Left: Top down view of an ARC hybrid toroidal inflator.  Right: Cross sectional view of an ARC hybrid 
toroidal inflator. 

106. The ARC hybrid design inflator relies on two distinct sources of energy. The

inflator fills the air bag cushion by releasing an inert gas stored in the inflator at high pressure. 

This gas mixture is augmented by an ammonium nitrate-based propellant. The pressurized gas 

mixture and propellant are contained entirely within a hermetically sealed steel housing and is 

therefore isolated from external atmospheric conditions. The ARC hybrid inflators are 

manufactured in both single stage and dual stage designs. 

107. All ARC hybrid inflators utilize friction welding to join the three inflator housing

components together. The housing components of the ARC hybrid inflators consist of an upper 

pressure vessel, a lower pressure vessel and a center support. 
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Above: An exploded view of sections of the ARC hybrid inflator sections. 

108. Friction welding is welding technique in which heat is generated by mechanical

friction between a moving component and a stationary one, while at the same time applying a 

lateral force called an 'upset' to the parts, in order to plastically displace and fuse the material. 

Above: Examples of friction welding techniques. 
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109. The ARC hybrid inflators utilize three separate friction welds. The first friction

weld (1) is between the lower pressure vessel and the center support. The second friction weld (2) 

is between the center support and the upper pressure vessel. The third and final friction weld (3) 

joins the lower and upper pressure vessels together. Friction welds 2 and 3 are performed during 

the same operation. 

Left: Friction weld (1). Right: Friction welds (2) and (3). 

110. Flash is created during the friction welding process as the components are being

welded together. Controlled and consistent flash creation is a normal and expected by-product of 

the friction welding process.  

111. When friction welding tube shaped components, such as the center support, flash

is generated on both the inner and outer diameters of the center support where the center support 

interfaces with the pressure vessel.  
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Above: 3D Model showing center tube to lower pressure vessel flash 

Above: Actual part showing center tube to lower pressure vessel flash 

Above: Flashing on the inner diameter of the support tube of an exemplar ARC hybrid inflator. 
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112. If certain parameters, such as part to part alignment, rotational speed, or the force

applied to the parts being welded are out of specification during the friction welding process, 

excess flash will collect at the mating points of the parts being welded. 

113. This weld flash is a violation of 49 C.F.R. § 178.65 (c)(2)(vi) which requires that

welded seams must be properly aligned and welded by a method that provides clean, uniform joints 

with adequate penetration.  

114. The design defect and subsequent manufacturing defect involves the friction weld

between the upper pressure vessel and the center support which is adjacent to the gas exit port 

where excess, asymmetrical weld flash is being created at the support tube inner diameter to upper 

pressure vessel interface.  

Above: Views of excess, asymmetrical weld flash at the support tube inner diameter to upper pressure vessel 
interface in field collected ARC hybrid inflators collected.  

115. During deployment the excess weld flash can dislodge from the friction weld and

travel to the adjacent gas exit orifice. 

116. If the dislodged weld flash is not large enough to block the gas exit orifice, the

dislodged weld flash will exit the inflator. 

117. If the dislodged weld flash is large enough to block the gas exit orifice, the

dislodged weld flash will result in an increase of pressure in the inflator housing. 
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