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Andrew J. Guzzo (HI-SBN 010586)
KELLY Guzzo, PLC

7 Waterfront Plaza

500 Ala Moana Blvd., Suite 7400
Honolulu, HI 96813

Telephone: 808-664-8641

Email: aguzzo@kellyguzzo.com

Counsel for Plaintiff

IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE DISTRICT OF HAWAII

JI-HYE PARK, on behalf of herself and all
similarly situated individuals,

Plaintiff,
Civil No. 1:22-cv-382
BANK OF AMERICA, N.A.,

)
)
)
)
)
V. )
)
)
)
Defendant. )

)

CLASS ACTION COMPLAINT

1. Plaintiff Ji-Hye Park, on behalf of herself and all similarly situated
individuals, alleges as follows for her Class Action Complaint against Defendant
Bank of America, N.A.

PRELIMINARY STATEMENT
2. “Congress enacted [the Truth in Lending Act (“TILA”)] to guard

against the danger of unscrupulous lenders taking advantage of consumers through

fraudulent or otherwise confusing practices.” McPartland v. Chase Manhattan Bank
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USA, N.A., No. 1:22-cv-00284, 2022 WL 1810979, at *4 (M.D. Pa. June 2, 2022)
(quoting Cappuccio v. Prime Cap. Funding LLC, 649 F.3d 180, 188 (3d Cir. 2011)).

3. Concerned that uninformed cardholders would encounter abuse in a
growing credit card industry, Congress enacted several requirements in TILA to
limit the cardholder’s liability for ‘“unauthorized” charges. See 15 U.S.C.
8 1643(a)(1). These include placing the burden of establishing cardholder liability
on the card issuer, see id. § 1643(b); imposing criminal sanctions for the fraudulent
use of credit cards, see id. § 1644; and providing individuals a private right of action
against creditors for any violation of TILA, see id. § 1640(a)).

4, Section 1643 also prohibits credit card issuers from holding cardholders
responsible for unauthorized charges “without complying with specific
requirements.” Krieger v. Bank of Am., N.A., 890 F.3d 429, 442 (3d Cir. 2018).
Relevant here, a card issuer must have provided “a method whereby the user of such
card can be identified as the person authorized to use it.” 15 U.S.C. § 1643(a)(1)(F)
(emphasis added); see also 12 C.F.R. § 1026.12(b)(2)(iii).

5. This means that a cardholder cannot be held responsible for an
unauthorized “card-not-present” (i.e., remote) transaction under any circumstances.
See Official Interpretations to 12 C.F.R. 8 1026.12(b) (“The cardholder may not be
held liable under § 1026.12(b) when the card itself (or some other sufficient means

of identification of the cardholder) is not presented. Since the issuer has not provided
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a means to identify the user under these circumstances, the issuer has not fulfilled
one of the conditions for imposing liability. For example, when merchandise is
ordered by telephone or the Internet by a person without authority to do so, using a
credit card account number by itself or with other information that appears on the
card (for example, the card expiration date and a 3- or 4-digit cardholder
identification number), no liability may be imposed on the cardholder.”).

6. This provision has particular importance in the wake of the COVID-19
pandemic because traditional modes of commerce (e.g., brick and mortar shopping)
are being rapidly replaced by e-commerce (e.g., online shopping). The ability to pay
for goods and services is no doubt easier, and credit card transactions can be
performed at anytime from anywhere in the world.

7. Fraudsters have likewise benefitted from this ease of doing business
online. Even before the pandemic, card-not-present fraud—or remote fraud—had
become the fraudster’s weapon of choice. For example, a 2018 study from the
Federal Reserve showed that card-not-present fraud jumped from $3.4 billion in
2015 to $4.57 billion in 2016, while card-present fraud in the United States declined
from $3.68 billion to $2.91 billion during the same period. Federal Reserve, Changes
in US. Payments Fraud from 2012 to 2016 (Oct. 2018),
https://www.federalreserve.gov/publications/2018-payment-systems-fraud.htm

(last visited July 15, 2022).
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8. The Federal Trade Commission has likewise reported a boom in

identity theft cases involving credit cards:

A CF NE Published May 5, 2022
FTC CONSUMER SENTINEL NETWORK (data s of March 31, 2022)
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Federal Trade Commission, Compare Identity Theft Report Types (May 5, 2022),
available at https://public.tableau.com/app/profile/federal.trade.commission/viz/lde
ntityTheftReports/TheftTypesOverTime (last visited July 18, 2022).

9. Because TILA protects cardholders in the event of card-not-present
fraud, card issuers face a dilemma and must sustain the loss itself. Bank of America,
however, appears to refuse to shoulder this burden as it would cost it millions of
dollars each year. Instead, it holds its cardholders liable for unauthorized

transactions even when it is apparent that the charge was unauthorized.

4
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10.  The cardholder is then left with no recourse other than to file suit, pay
the unauthorized charge, or face interest, fees, and other negative consequences, like
negative credit reporting.

11. Plaintiff, for example, alerted Bank of America to two unauthorized
transactions involving a company purportedly named “Axus LLC.” Bank of
America denied Plaintiff’s unauthorized use claims even though the merchant’s so-
called “evidence” of the transactions in no way established that Plaintiff authorized
them. To the contrary, the merchant’s documents showed that the transactions were
performed using an IP address in Taipei, Taiwan. Even worse, Bank of America
ignored that “Axus LLC”—a purported Delaware limited liability company—is not
and has never been registered to do business in Delaware. Put simply, in the absence
of any scrutiny, Bank of America blindly relied on the merchant’s “proof” and
correspondingly denied Plaintiff’s valid unauthorized use claims.

12. By holding Plaintiff liable for unauthorized transactions, Bank of
America violated 15 U.S.C. § 1643. Plaintiff, therefore, is entitled to her actual
damages, attorneys’ fees, and costs. See 15 U.S.C. 88 1640(a)(1),(3).

13.  Additionally, because Bank of America’s conduct appears to be a
systematic policy to hold its cardholders liable for unauthorized transactions,

Plaintiff brings this action on behalf of herself and all similarly situated individuals.
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14.  Plaintiff and the class are entitled to their actual damages and statutory
damages up to “$1,000,000 or 1 per centum of the net worth of” Bank of America.
Id. § 1640(a)(2)(B).

JURISDICTION AND VENUE

15.  This Court has jurisdiction under 28 U.S.C. § 1331.

16.  Venue is proper in this Court under 28 U.S.C. § 1391(b) because a
substantial part of the events giving rise to Plaintiff’s claims occurred in this District,
where Plaintiff resides.

PARTIES

17.  Plaintiff is a natural person and a “person” as defined by 15 U.S.C.
§ 1602(e).

18. Bank of America is a national association doing business in Hawaii
through its registered office in Honolulu. Bank of America is a creditor as defined
by 15 U.S.C. § 1602(Q).

FACTS
19. On January 19, 2022, at approximately 6:05 p.m. HST, Plaintiff

received a “fraud alert” text message from Bank of America.
20.  The text message asked Plaintiff whether she used her credit card for

three attempted transactions.
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21. The first two transactions involved a merchant identified as “TBM
Corp” in the amount of $3,000.00. The text message stated that the TBM Corp
transactions had been “declined.”

22.  The third transaction involved a merchant identified as “Axus LLC” in
the amount of $2,000.00. The text message stated that the Axus LLC transaction had
been “approved.”

23. Because she authorized none of the transactions, Plaintiff responded
“NO” at approximately 6:35 p.m. HST.

24. Despite Plaintiff’s prompt notice to Bank of America that she did not
authorize the Axus LLC transaction, Bank of America subsequently billed her for
two similar charges, each in the amount of $2,000.00.

25.  After Plaintiff disputed those charges by telephone, Bank of America
temporarily credited her account in the amount of $4,000.00.

26.  On or about March 2, 2022, Bank of America reposted the Axus LLC
transactions to Plaintiff’s account.

27.  Bank of America provided Plaintiff no basis for its decision.

28.  On March 11, 2022, Plaintiff filed a report with the Honolulu Police
Department, which verified that Plaintiff did not perform the Axus LLC transactions.

29. Plaintiff then requested that Bank of America reconsider its decision

because she had never transacted any business with Axus LLC.
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30.
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Plaintiff made clear to Bank of America that she did not authorize the

$2,000.00 transactions and that she should not be held responsible for them.

31.

On or about April 4, 2022, Bank of America mailed Plaintiff a letter,

again rejecting her request to not be held liable for the unauthorized transactions.

That letter stated:

32,

As you requested, we completed a re-evaluation of your
credit card dispute for $4,000.00 — unfortunately, our
decision to decline your fraud claim for this transaction(s)
hasn’t changed. If your claim included other disputed
charges, you’ll receive a separate letter letting you know
when they’ve been resolved.

Our research included the information you provided with
your claim, your account history, and if available,
information from the merchant, such as a signed receipt or
contract. We confirmed the following:

- The merchant provided documentation confirming you
received the merchandise or service.

Bank of America did not include with its letter any of the information

on which it relied, like the purported proof provided by Axus LLC, the merchant.

33.

Perplexed as to how Bank of America could have reached this clearly

erroneous decision, Plaintiff mailed Bank of America a letter on June 9, 2022, which

again made clear that Plaintiff did not authorize the Axus transactions:.

On or about January 20, 2022, two transactions that | did
not perform posted to my Bank of America credit card
account ending in -2266. Those transactions—each in the
amount of $2,000.00—were credited to Axus LLC, which
appears to be a motor products company based in

8
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California. 1 did not transact business with Axus LLC
at that time, and | have never transacted business with
Axus LLC.

Because the charges were not mine, | immediately advised
Bank of America that the account activity was fraudulent
and not authorized. Bank of America then credited my
account in the amount of the fraudulent transactions
($4,000.00 total) on or about January 22, 2022. The
credits are reflected on my credit card statement for the
period between January 7 and February 6, 2022. A little
over one month later, on or about March 2, 2022, Bank of
America re-charged my account for the transactions. The
re-added transactions are on my statement dated February
7 to March 6, 2022.

Then, on April 4, 2022, | received a letter from Bank of
America, stating:

Our research included the information you
provided with your claim, your account
history, and if available, information from the
merchant, such as a signed receipt or
contract. We confirmed the following:

- The merchant provided documentation
confirming you received the merchandise or
service.

Bank of America, however, provided no such evidence
with its letter. More concerning, Bank of America’s
explanation appears to relate to a claim that | did not
receive the merchandise or service supposedly contracted
for. Of course, my claim was never that I did not receive
merchandise or services. My claim was and is that |
never performed transactions with Axus L L C and that
| am not responsible for the Axus LLC transactions.
Under the Truth in Lending Act, Bank of America cannot
hold me responsible for transactions that | did not
authorize.




Case 1:22-cv-00382-JAO-WRP Document 1 Filed 08/18/22 Page 10 of 15 PagelD #: 10

| again ask that Bank of America remove the transactions
and any interest charged related to those transactions
from my account balance. If Bank of America refuses to
remove the transactions, | ask that Bank of America
provide me with the evidence on which it is purportedly
relying.

(Emphasis in original.)

34.  On or about June 27, 2022, Bank of America responded by sending
Plaintiff five separate letters, each stating: “As you requested, here’s a copy of the
documentation we used to resolve your claim.”

35. Each letter enclosed scattered documents that Axus LLC ostensibly
provided to Bank of America. Together, the documents appear to suggest—though
very unconvincingly—that Axus LLC prepared a resume for Plaintiff and provided
her with access to other career help-related services.

36. Inreality, the documents are barely legible and among them are several
obvious indicators that Plaintiff did not authorize the transactions or benefit from
them.

37. Most notably, the documents identify Plaintiff’s IP address—the one
from which the transactions were authorized—as “Taipei, Taiwan.”

38. Plaintiff, of course, lives in Hawaii as evidenced by the address
associated with her account. She also has never been to Taiwan or used her Bank of

America credit card there, which Bank of America knew or had reason to know.

10
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39.  Additionally, the merchant claimed to be a Delaware limited liability
company, but Axus LLC is not and has never been registered to do business in
Delaware. Bank of America easily could have determined this fact by completing a
free online search. The documents also incorrectly identify Delaware with a “DL”
acronym instead of “DE.”

40.  Put simply, Bank of America blindly relied on Axus LLC’s specious
“proof” to hold Plaintiff liable for credit card transactions that she did not authorize.

41. A cursory review of the documents apparently relied on by Bank of
America would have alerted Bank of America to the fraudulent nature of the
transactions.

42.  Upon information and belief, Bank of America invariably denies
cardholder claims of unauthorized use so long as the merchant instructs it to do so.

43.  Upon information and belief, Bank of America refuses to undertake any
meaningful investigation because shifting the loss to the cardholder is more cost
effective than ruling for the cardholder and risking a prolonged dispute with the
merchant.

COUNT ONE:
VIOLATION OF TILA, 15 U.S.C. 8§88 1640, 1643
(Class Claim)

44.  Plaintiff incorporates each of the preceding allegations.

11
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45.  Under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 23, Plaintiff brings this action
on behalf of the following class:

All individuals who as: (1) Bank of America credit cardholders;
(2) disputed as unauthorized one or more credit card charges that
were performed over the telephone or the internet; (3) and were
held responsible for such unauthorized charges because the
merchant contested the chargeback (4) during the one-year
period before this Complaint was filed.

Plaintiff is a putative class member.

46. Under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 23, Plaintiff brings this action
on behalf of the following subclass:
All individuals who as: (1) Bank of America credit cardholders;
(2) disputed as unauthorized one or more credit card charges; (3)
arising from transactions outside the United States; (4) that were
performed over the telephone or the internet; (5) and were held

responsible for such unauthorized charges; (6) during the one-
year period before this Complaint was filed.

Plaintiff is a putative subclass member.

47. Numerosity. Fed. R. Civ. P 23(a)(1). Upon information and belief,
Plaintiffs allege that the class members are so numerous that joinder of all is
impractical. The class members’ names and addresses can be identified through
Bank of America’s internal business records, and the class members may be notified
of the pendency of this action by published or mailed notice

48. Predominance of Common Questions of Law and Fact. Fed. R. Civ.

P. 23(a)(2) and Fed. R. Civ. P. 23(b)(3). Common questions of law and fact exist

as to all putative class members, and there are no factual or legal issues that differ
12



Case 1:22-cv-00382-JAO-WRP Document 1 Filed 08/18/22 Page 13 of 15 PagelD #: 13

between them. These questions predominate over the questions affecting only
individual class members. The principal issues include: (1) whether Bank of
America violated § 1643 by holding its cardholders liable for unauthorized use of
their credit cards; (2) whether Bank of America regularly rejects unauthorized use
claims when a merchant contests a chargeback through chargeback representment;
and (3) the appropriate amount of statutory damages given the frequency and
persistence of failures of compliance by Bank of America, the resources of Bank of
America, the number of persons adversely affected, and the extent to which Bank of
America’s failure of compliance was intentional.

49. Typicality. Fed. R. Civ. P. 23(a)(3). Plaintiff’s claim is typical of the
claim of each putative class member. Plaintiff is also entitled to relief under the same
cause of action as the other putative class members. All claims are based on the same
facts and legal theories.

50. Adequacy of Representation. Fed. R. Civ. P. 23(a)(4). Plaintiff is an

adequate class representative because her interests coincide with, and are not
antagonistic to, the putative class members’ interests. Plaintiff has retained
experienced and competent counsel; she intends to continue to prosecute the action
vigorously; she and her counsel will fairly and adequately protect the interests of the
members of the class; and she and her counsel have no interest that might cause them

to not vigorously pursue this action.

13
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51. Superiority. Fed. R. Civ. P. 23(b)(3). Questions of law and fact
common to the class members predominate over questions affecting only individual
members, and a class action is superior to other available methods for fair and
efficient adjudication of the controversy. The damages sought by each member are
such that individual prosecution would prove burdensome and expensive. It would
be nearly impossible for class members to effectively redress the wrongs done to
them in individual litigation. Even class members could afford it, individual
litigation would be an unnecessary burden on the Courts. Furthermore,
individualized litigation presents a potential for inconsistent or contradictory
judgments and increases the delay and expense to all parties and to the court system
presented by the legal and factual issues raised by Bank of America’s conduct. By
contrast, the class-action device will result in substantial benefits to the litigants and
the Court by allowing the Court to resolve several individual claims based on a single
set of proof in a case.

52. Bank of America violated § 1643 by holding cardholders liable for
unauthorized card-not-present transactions.

53.  Upon information and belief, Plaintiff alleges that, as a standard
practice, Bank of America denies its cardholders’ unauthorized use claims so long

as the merchant instructs it to do so.

14
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54.  Upon information and belief, Bank of America’s conduct is a part of a
broader practice of frequent and persistent noncompliance with § 1643.

55. Plaintiff and the putative class members suffered actual damages
because of Bank of America’s violations of § 1643.

56. Based on Bank of America’s noncompliance with § 1643, Plaintiff
seeks, individually and on behalf of the class, actual damages, statutory damages,
reasonable attorneys’ fees, and costs under 15 U.S.C. § 1640(a).

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff demands judgment for actual and statutory damages
against Bank of America; her attorneys’ fees and costs; prejudgment and post-
judgment interest at the judgment rate; and such other relief the Court considers

proper.
TRIAL BY JURY IS DEMANDED.

Respectfully submitted,
JI-HYE PARK

/s/ Andrew J. Guzzo
Andrew J. Guzzo (HI-SBN 010586)
KELLY Guzzo, PLC
7 Waterfront Plaza
500 Ala Moana Blvd., Suite 7400
Honolulu, HI 96813
Telephone: 808-664-8641
Email: aguzzo@kellyguzzo.com

Counsel for Plaintiff

15



Case 1:22-cv-00382-JAO-WRP Document 1-1 Filed 08/18/22 Page 1 of 1

JS44 (Rev. 12/12)

The JS 44 civil cover sheet and the information contained herein neither r

CIVIL COVER SHEET

PagelD #: 16

lace nor supplement the filing and service of pleadings or other papers as required by law, except as

provided by local rules of court. This form, approved by the Judicial Conference of the United States in September 1974, is required for the use of the gicrk of Court for the
purpose of initiating the civil docket sheet. (SEE INSTRUCTIONS ON NEXT PAGE OF THIS FORM)

I. (a) PLAINTIFFS

Ji-Hye Park, on behalf of herself and all similarly situated individuals,

(b) County of Residence of First Listed Plaintiff

Honolulu

(EXCEPT IN U.S. PLAINTIFF CASES)

(C) Attorneys (Firm Name, Address, and Telephone Number)

Andrew J. Guzzo / Kelly Guzzo, PLC

7 Waterfront Plaza, 500 Ala Moana Blvd., Ste. 7400, Honolulu, H! 96813

(808) 664-4651

DEFENDANTS

NOTE:
THE TRACT

Attorneys (If Known)

County of Residence of First Listed Defendant

Bank of America, N.A.

‘Honolulu
(IN U.S. PLAINTIFF CASES ONLY)

IN LAND CONDEMNATION CASES, USE THE LOCATION OF

OF LAND INVOLVED.

II. BASIS OF JURISDICTION (Place an "X in One Box Only)

(For Diversity Cases Only)

and One Bax for Defendant)

I11. CITIZENSHIP OF PRINCIPAL PARTIES (Place an "X in One Box for Plaintiff

71 US. Government M 3 Federal Question PTF  DEF PTF  DEF
Plaintiff (U.S. Government Not a Party) Citizen of This State 01 [ 1 Incorporated or Principal Place a4 M4
of Business In This State
2 U.S. Government 3 4 Diversity Citizen of Another State 0 2 1 2 Incorporated and Principal Place 05 0Os
Defendant (Indicate Citizenship of Parties in ltem I11) of Business In Another State
Citizen or Subject of 2 @ 3 O 3 Foreign Nation a6 06
Foreign Country
IV. NATURE OF SUIT (Place an “X”" in One Box Only)
CONTRACT TORTS FORFEITURE/PENALTY BANKRUPTCY OTHER STATUTES |
3 110 Insurance PERSONAL INJURY PERSONAL INJURY |3 625 Drug Related Seizure 7 422 Appeal 28 USC 158 3 375 False Claims Act
M 120 Marine 7 310 Airplane 7 365 Personal Injury - of Property 21 USC 881 |3 423 Withdrawal 7 400 State Reapportionment
3 130 Miller Act 3 315 Airplane Product Product Liability 3 690 Other 28 USC 157 3 410 Antitrust
M 140 Negotiable Instrument Liabitity 3 367 Heaith Care/ 7 430 Banks and Banking
T 150 Recovery of Overpayment |3 320 Assault, Libel & Pharmaccutical 3 450 Commerce
& Enforcement of Judgment Slander Personal Injury 3 820 Copyrights 1 460 Deportation
T 151 Medicare Act 3 330 Federal Employers’ Produet Liability 3 830 Patent 3 470 Racketeer Influenced and
3 152 Recovery of Defaulted Liability 7 368 Asbestos Personal 7 840 Trademark Corrupt Organizations
Student Loans 1 340 Marine Injury Product 3 480 Consumer Credit
(Excludes Veterans) 7 345 Marine Product Liability LABOR 3 490 Cable/Sat TV
(7 153 Recovery of Overpayment Liability PERSONAL PROPERTY |7 710 Fair Labor Standards 3 861 HIA (13951f) 1 850 Sccurities/Commoditics/
of Veteran's Benefils 3 350 Motor Vchicle 3 370 Other Fraud Act 3 862 Black Lung (923) Exchange
7 160 Stockholders' Suits 3 355 Motor Vehicle A 371 Truth in Lending 7 720 Labor/Management 3 863 DIWC/DIWW (405(g)) |3 890 Other Statutory Actions
M 190 Other Contract Product Liability J 380 Other Personal Relations 3 864 SSID Title XVI 7 891 Agricultural Acts
7 195 Contract Product Liability | 360 Other Personal Property Damage 3 740 Railway Labor Act 3 865 RSI (405(g)) 3 893 Environmental Matters
7 196 Franchise Injury 3 385 Property Damage 3 751 Family and Medical 3 895 Freedom of Information
3 362 Personal Injury - Product Liability Leave Act Act
_Medical Malpractice ____|™ 790 Other Labor Litigation 1 896 Arbitration
l REAL PROPERTY CIVIL RIGHTS PRISONER PETITIONS |7 791 Employee Retirement | FEDERALTAXSUITS 17 899 Administrative Procedure
(7 210 Land Condemnation 1 440 Other Civil Rights Habeas Corpus: Income Sccurity Act 7 870 Taxes (U.S. Plaintiff Act/Review or Appeal of
7 220 Foreclosure 3 441 Voting 3 463 Alien Detainee or Defendant) Agency Decision
(7 230 Rent Lease & Ejectment 1 442 Employment 3 510 Motions to Vacate 3 871 IRS—Third Party 3 950 Constitutionality of
3 240 Torts to Land O 443 Housing/ Sentence 26 USC 7609 State Statutes
3 245 Tort Product Liability Accommodations 0 530 General
3 290 All Other Real Property 3 445 Amer. w/Disabilities - | 0 535 Death Penalty IMMIGRATION
Employment Other: 1 462 Narturalization Application
3 446 Amer. w/Disabilities - | 0 540 Mandamus & Other | 465 Other Immigration
Other 3 550 Civil Rights Actions

7 448 Education

1 555 Prison Condition
3 560 Civil Detinee -
Conditions of

Confinement

V. ORIGIN (Place an “X" in One Box Only)

X1 Original o2

Proceeding

Removed from
State Court

A

3

Remanded from
Appellate Court

04

Reinstated or O
Reopened

(specify)

5 Transferred from
Another District

O 6 Multidistrict
Litigation

V1. CAUSE OF ACTION

Cite the U.S. Civil Statute under which you are filing (Do not cite jurisdictional statutes unless diversity):

15 U.S.C. 1640, 1643

Brief description of cause:
Violations of the Truth in Lending Act ("TILA")

VII. REQUESTED IN
COMPLAINT:

8 CHECK IF THIS IS A CLASS ACTION
UNDER RULE 23, F.R.Cv.P.

DEMAND §

CHECK YES only if demanded in complaint:
JURY DEMAND: A Yes O No

VIII. RELATED CASE(S)

IF ANY

(See instructions):

JUDGE

DOCKET NUMBER

DATE
08/14/2022

SIGMW@/ OF RECORD

FOR OFFICE USE ONLY

RECEIPT #

AMOUNT

APPLYING IFP

JUDGE

MAG. JUDGE



ClassAction.org

Thiscomplaint is part of ClassAction.org's searchable class action lawsuit
database and can be found in this post: Bank of America Holds Cardholders Liable

for Unauthorized Charges Without Proof, Class Action Alleges



https://www.classaction.org/news/bank-of-america-holds-cardholders-liable-for-unauthorized-charges-without-proof-class-action-alleges
https://www.classaction.org/news/bank-of-america-holds-cardholders-liable-for-unauthorized-charges-without-proof-class-action-alleges



