NYSCEF DOC. NO. 1

SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF NEW YORK

COUNTY OF QUEENS

KATE SUZANNE DYBDAHL, PAUL

CHRISTIAN DYBDAHL, GRAHAM

JEANINE LEHR, CHAD RONALD LEHR, INDEX NO.:
and JULIA MICHELE CRAIG,

Plaintiffs,

V.

JETBLUE AIRWAYS CORPORATION
AIRBUS AMERICAS, INC., AIRBUS
S.A.S., AIRBUS SE, HONEYWELL
INTERNATIONAL, INC., HONEYWELL
AEROSPACE US INC., and HONEYWELL
AEROSPACE TECHNOLOGIES, and JOHN
DOES 1-10

Defendants.

X

CIVIL ACTION COMPLAINT

Plaintiffs, Kate Suzanne Dybdahl; Paul Christian Dybdahl; Graham Jeanine Lehr; Chad
Ronald Lehr; and Julia Michele Craig, by their attorneys, complaining of the Defendants, JetBlue
Airways Corporation; Airbus Americas, Inc.; Airbus S.A.S.; Airbus SE; Honeywell International,
Inc.; Honeywell Aerospace US Inc.; Honeywell Aerospace Technologies; and John Does 1-10,
respectfully allege upon information and belief:

THE PARTIES

Plaintiffs
1. Plaintiff Kate Suzanne Dybdahl is a Massachusetts citizen who resides at 26

Harrison Street, Melrose, Massachusetts 02176.
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2. Plaintiff Paul Christian Dybdahl is a Massachusetts citizen who resides at 26
Harrison Street, Melrose, Massachusetts 02176, and is the spouse of Plaintiff Kate Suzanne
Dybdahl.

3. Plaintiff Graham Jeanine Lehr is a Virginia citizen who resides at 10222 Acworth
Drive, Glen Allen, Virginia 23060.

4. Plaintiff Chad Ronald Lehr is a Virginia citizen who resides at 10222 Acworth
Drive, Glen Allen, Virginia 23060, and is the spouse of Plaintiff Graham Jeanine Lehr.

5. Plaintiff Julia Michele Craig is a Massachusetts citizen who resides at 250 Tremont
Street, Melrose, Massachusetts 02176.

Defendant JetBlue

6. Defendant JetBlue Airways Corporation (“JetBlue”) is a Delaware corporation and
maintains a principal place of business at 27-01 Queens Plaza North, Long Island City, New York
11101, in Queens County.

7. Defendant JetBlue is a common carrier under 14 C.F.R. Part 121 engaged in the
business of transporting passengers for hire by air and, in furtherance thereof, operates regularly
scheduled flights and is bound by the law to follow the applicable regulations, guidance,
agreements, and accepted industry practices.

8. Defendant JetBlue owns and operates a fleet of Airbus 320 and Airbus 321 aircraft
that are equipped with Honeywell auxiliary power units (“APU’s”).

0. Defendant JetBlue has experienced numerous “fume events”, which are incidents
in which dangerous toxic chemicals are released into the cabin of the aircraft, which will be

discussed in further detail below.
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10. Plaintiffs were all injured in fume events on JetBlue flights that utilized Airbus
models of aircraft, and Honeywell APU’s, and fell victim to all Defendants’ decades’ long
systematic coverup of the frequency, severity, and dangers of fume events to Plaintiffs’ detriment.

Airbus Defendants

11. Defendant Airbus Americas, Inc. is a Delaware Corporation with a principal place
of business at 2550 Wasser Terrace, Suite 9100, Herndon, Virginia 20171, and is a wholly owned
subsidiary of Airbus S.A.S.

12. Defendant Airbus Americas, Inc. designs, produces, manufactures, and delivers
commercial aircraft to its customers in the United States, including JetBlue.

13. Defendant Airbus Americas, Inc. assembles and delivers aircraft in Alabama.

14. Airbus Americas Engineering, Inc. designed aircraft components in Mobile,
Alabama, and Wichita, Kansas. AA Engineering was merged into Airbus Americas, Inc. on
December 31, 2017.

15. Defendant Airbus Americas, Inc. is the successor-in-interest to AA Engineering.

16. Defendant Airbus S.A.S. is a French corporation with a principal place of business
at 2, Rond-Point Emile Deqoitine, 31700 Blagnac, France.

17. Defendant Airbus S.A.S. designs, manufactures, assembles, services, and sells civil
commercial aircraft, including the Airbus A320 family of aircraft (including the Airbus A319,
A320, A321 and variants of each) to customers in the United States and across the world.

18. Defendant S.A.S. is also the Type Certificate Holder for the Airbus A320 family of
aircraft.

19. Defendant Airbus SE is a multinational aerospace corporation, based in Leiden, the
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Netherlands, with a principal place of business at 2, Rond-Point Emile Deqoitine, 31700 Blagnac,
France.

20. Airbus S.E. operates through its Commercial Aircraft, Defense and Space, and
Helicopters divisions with more than one hundred subsidiaries and affiliated entities located in
more than 41 countries around the world. Airbus SE is the ultimate parent company of the Airbus
Defendants. Airbus SE, itself and through its subsidiaries and affiliates, has engaged in substantial
and non-isolated business activity on a continuous and systemic basis in the United States and New
York.

21. Defendants Airbus Americas, Inc., Airbus S.A.S., and Airbus SE are collectively
referred to herein as the “Airbus Defendants”.

22. The Airbus Defendants hold themselves out to the public as “Airbus”, and acted in
concert with each other, as corporate alter egos, successors-in-interest, predecessors-in-interest, as
joint venturers, as agents, as an enterprise, and/or otherwise collaborated in the design,
manufacture, and sale of the subject aircraft.

23. The Airbus Defendants assumed responsibility for providing inspection, repair,
services, maintenance, replacement, overhaul, repair, warnings, parts, maintenance manuals,
maintenance instructions, instructions for continuing airworthiness, and other information with
respect to aircraft they design, manufacture, sell, and for which they hold the Type Certificate and
Production Certificate.

24. The Airbus Defendants participated in the ongoing coverup to shield the defects in
its aircraft that causes dangerous fume events that hurt those who fly aboard its aircraft, and failed

to correct known defects in their aircraft.
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Honeywell Defendants
25. Defendant Honeywell International, Inc. is a Delaware Corporation with its

principal place of business at 101 Columbia Road, P.O. Box 4000, Morristown, New Jersey 07960.

26. Defendant Honeywell Aerospace US Inc. is a Delaware Corporation with its
principal place of business in Phoenix, Arizona and a registered agent at 7955 S. Priest Drive, Suite
102, Tempe, Arizona 85284.

27. Defendant Honeywell Aerospace US Inc. does business as Honeywell Aerospace
Technologies, which also maintains its principal place of business at 7955 S. Priest Drive, Suite
102, Tempe, Arizona 85284.

28. Defendant Honeywell International, Honeywell Aerospace US Inc. and Honeywell
Aerospace Technologies are collectively referred to herein as the “Honeywell Defendants”.

29. The Honeywell Defendants acted in concert with each other, as corporate alter egos,
successors-in-interest, predecessors-in-interest, joint venturers, as agents, as an enterprise, and/or
otherwise collaborated in the design, manufacture, and sale of the subject APUs.

30. The Honeywell Defendants manufacture of the auxiliary power units (“APUs”) that
are used in the A320 family of aircraft, including the Airbus 320 and 321 models.

31. The Honeywell Defendants also coordinated in the coverup of the defects in the
APU and harms associated with fume events, and failed to fix known defects in their products.

Defendants John Does 1-10

32. That John Does 1-10 are individuals who designed, manufactured, sold, distributed,
maintained, overhauled, rebuilt, repaired, inspected, and/or modified the subject aircraft, true

1dentities unknown.
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JURISDICTION AND VENUE
33. Defendant JetBlue maintains its principal place of business in New York in Queens
County.
34, Defendant JetBlue also promulgates emails, service letters, service directives, and

other information out of New York.

35. The Airbus Defendants sold and/or purchased the Airbus family of aircraft,
including the subject A320 and A321 models, to Defendant JetBlue, which is based in New York.

36. The Airbus Defendants and the Honeywell Defendants investigated, coordinated,
engaged in a continuous course of conduct, and conspired together to keep the severity and
frequency of fume events that were occurring in the Airbus Defendants’ fleet of aircraft from the
FAA, crewmembers, and flying public.

37. Defendant JetBlue, and the Airbus Defendants and Honeywell Defendants engaged
in tortious activity in concealing the nature of fume events from the FAA, Plaintiffs and public
through its business relationship centered in New York.

38. All Defendants engaged in continuous and systematic business activities in the
State of New York, including but not limited to, transacting business, contracting to supply goods
and services, and engaging in tortious conduct in this state.

39. All Defendants delivered their goods and services into the stream of commerce with
the expectation that they would be purchased and used in the State of New York.

40. All Defendants derive substantial revenue from their business and activities
directed at the State of New York, and avail themselves of the privilege of doing business in New

York such that jurisdiction is appropriate here.
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41. Upon information and belief, the aircraft was sold to JetBlue through Agreements,
which include a New York choice-of-law clause, requiring parties to submit to the jurisdiction of
New York.

42. All Defendants have entered into contracts and warranty agreements with
individuals and entities located in New York.

43. As the holder of the Type Certificate with the continuous responsibility to ensure
the continuing airworthiness of various aircraft, the Airbus Defendants maintain direct
relationships and contact with the owners within the State of New York, including JetBlue.

44. As the PMA holders with continuous responsibility to ensure the continuing
airworthiness of the aircraft, and components, and APU, Defendants maintain direct relationships
with owners and operators with New York, including JetBlue.

45. All Defendants advertise in New York and advertise to New York customers.

46. The contacts that each Defendant maintain in New York give rise to and caused the
fume events at issue in this case.

47. Thus, Jurisdiction and venue are appropriate in this Court.

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

What is a Fume Event?

48. The Airbus 320 and 321 models draw in air from the outside through their engines,

and send it into the aircraft cabin through the bleed air system, as shown in the illustration below:
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49.  The bleed air system takes the air from the engine’s compressor section and
auxiliary power unit (“APU”) to various parts of the aircraft and is used for pressurization and air
conditioning, among other functions.

50. A schematic of the Honeywell APU application is depicted below:
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51. As noted in the DOT/FAA/AM-15/20 publication, “[t]he quality of air distributed
throughout the cockpit and cabin during air transportation in a pressurized aircraft is critically
important to human health.”

52. A “fume” event is when the cabin air becomes contaminated with aerosolized or
pyrolyzed engine oil, lubricants, deicing or hydraulic fluid due to a breach in the bleed air system.

53. Engine oil may be encountered if there was an oil leak or if oil has been absorbed
into the bleed and air conditioning system.

54. Cabin odors come from different sources and have been described as dirty sock
smells or crayon smells, magic marker, acrid, wet dog, musty, as well as other smells.

55. Also, some toxic fumes are odorless.

56. HEPA filtration does not work on the air because it only addresses particulates, and
not toxic fumes, so Defendants’ attempt to resolve the fume event issue with HEPA filtration is
ineffective.

57. Inhalation of toxic cabin air can cause serious and permanent injuries to those who
breathe it, which is what injured Plaintiffs in this matter.

Chronology of Fume Events

58. The history of fume events in aircraft manufactured by the Airbus Defendants that
utilize the Honeywell APU, and operated by JetBlue extends back decades, and has long been a
problem that is well known to all Defendants.

59. In 2004, Boeing introduced a safer alternative design in the Boeing 787 Dreamliner,

which does not use a bleed air system, so it eliminates the fume event risks.
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60. Unfortunately, due to the lack of honest reporting on behalf of Defendants, and
misinformation they provide to crewmembers, many events go unreported and are kept from the
public.

61. Defendants are motivated by profit by promoting sales of their products and
services and by keeping the fleet out of maintenance.

62. All Defendants have downplayed the extraordinarily serious and dangerous nature
that fume events pose, and gaslight those who raise their concern with fume events, as the
following chronology illustrates:

2001

63. On November 29, 2001, JetBlue issued 2001-T040, “Cabin Oil Fumes From 131-
9A APU”, in reference to an event that occurred on November 27, 2001 to notify the crew that the
Honeywell APU is a possible source of oil fumes in the aircraft cabin as a result to an advisement
issued by Airbus.

64. Airbus advised JetBlue that an operator experienced significant oil fumes in the
cabin due to the accumulation of APU oil in the aircraft Environmental Control System (“ECS”)
and bleed ducting.

65. Honeywell investigated the event and found the APU’s Load Compression Carbon
Seal was worn.

66. A result of the worn seal, the oil leaks in the APU Load Compressor air path and
into the ECS.

67. Oil accumulates in the ECS, which worsens over time, especially during the descent

phases of flight.
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68. As discussed in 2001-T040, Honeywell performed an investigation of APU carbon
seals that were under-going shop repair and was supposed to advise of findings and corrective
action.

69. All Defendants were on notice of these events that occurred over 20 years ago, but
no adequate corrective action has been taken by them to date.

2003

70.  On May 29, 2003, JetBlue issued 2003-T033, “Airbus 320 MEL 79-35-01 IAE
V2527-A5 Engine ‘Eng 1 (2) Oil Filter Clog’” Message After Stabilized Engine Start and Inflight”.

71. According to this publication, IAE V2500 engines in service have experienced No.
3 bearing fractures, which are often accompanied by an “ENG 1 (2) OIL FILTER CLOG” (ECAM)
message, oil odor and/or engine stall/surge.

2014

72. On October 31, 2014, JetBlue issued FAM 2014-IF049TR, “Smoke/Odor/Fumes
in the Cabin” instructing that the following information to be incorporated into the Flight Attendant
Manual (“FAM”):

NOTICE

This information notice informs Flight Attendants of the actions to take if there is smoke,

strange odor, or fumes present in the cabin.

ACTION

H. SMOKE/NOXIOUS ODOR/FUMES IN THE CABIN

1. Notify Flight Deck by clearly stating location, smell, and color of smoke (if
present), and the actions being taken by the crew. Certain circumstances
may prohibit the Flight Deck from responding immediately.

2. Locate the source of the smoke/ odor/fumes, if possible. If conditions

change to a fire event, follow appropriate firefighting procedures. Notify
the Flight Deck once the source of the smoke/odor/fumes is discovered.
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3. If necessary, distribute wet towels and direct passengers to stay low, cover
their nose and breathe through the wet towel or an article of clothing, which
will assist in filtering the smoke/odor/fumes in the cabin.

4. Make a PA to give clear assertive instructions to passengers to maintain
control of the cabin, if necessary.

NOTE: Do not deploy passenger supplemental oxygen masks or use a POB.
These masks do not filter smoke or fumes in the cabin.

73. No adequate protection or protective equipment were ever provided for use by the
inflight or the passengers.

2017

74. On April 27,2017, JetBlue issued Maintenance Alert Bulletin MAB-12-04-17-012,
“(ATA 12) A320/A321 Cabin Odors — Oil Servicing V2500-A5 Engines and 131-9A APU’s” to
emphasis the importance of APU and engine oil servicing procedures to avoid oil odor in the cabin
in response to an “increased trend of ‘Oil Smell in the Cabin’ reports on the JetBlue A320/A321
fleet since mid-year 2016.”

75. “Shop findings noted oil leakage from the Front Bearing Compartment No. 1
carbon seal which allows oil leakage into the Low Pressure Compressor (LPC) stages 2-2.5 and
then high pressure compressor (HPC) to the engine bleed air system.

76. Reports of oil smell can result in aircraft out of service, component, engine and
APU removals.

77. In June, 2017, JetBlue and Airbus held a meeting on cabin odor events to
understand toxicity concerns.

78. On July 26, 2017, JetBlue issued 2017-IF013TR “Responding to Smoke, Cabin
Odor, and Fumes” directing Inflight Crewmembers to contact MedAire Support if feeling unwell

following a cabin event involving smoke/odor/fumes.
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79. On August 17, 2017, Joanna Geraghty of JetBlue sent an alert to its crew members

stating:

It’s normal for aircraft to have a variety of smells — these are not unique to JetBlue
and odors have appeared on aircraft for decades. Our Safety team has researched
and compiled credible scientific studies that have consistently found no evidence
of long-term health and safety impacts from these type of odor events. Airbus has
also reached the same conclusion. Experts have consistently found that aircraft
cabin air meets safety standards, and our Pilots and our Tech Ops team are properly

trained to handle any situation or odor event that may arise.

80. The email states that JetBlue Vice President Safety, John Allen, was leading a

working group to coordinate the response to cabin odor events.

81. JetBlue represented that it aimed to take the following measures to address cabin

odors:

a. Incorporate HEPA filters to remove odors;

b. Transition to new engine and APU oil that produces fewer odors;

c. New Environmental Control System (ECS) cleaning procedure, developed by the

equipment manufacturer to help remove residual oil from leaks;

d. Sending engines that had repeat odor events for independent shop testing, and

confirmed there were no problems with the engines;

e. Engaged with Airbus, the engine manufacturers, JetBlue’s Tech Ops Business

Partners, and other airlines for information sharing and best practices;

f. Revised JetBlue’s servicing instructions for engine and APU; and

g. Instituted new Crewmember checklists and procedures to capture and track

occurrences over time.

82. None of these procedures fixed the core problem, and failed to protect the inflight

or passengers, and merely paid lip service to appease those asking questions.
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83. On August 25, 2017, JetBlue issued Information Notice 2017-T015C, “(ATA 05)
TROUBLESHOOTING — ODOR IN THE CABIN”. JetBlue noted that it “takes all reports of
odor, smell, poor air quality and ‘dirty sock smells’ seriously” and keeps a Cabin Odor Sheet
(“COS”), Flight Crew and In-Flight debriefs.

84. The Notice further notes that possible causes of dirty socks / musty / oil odors are
APU or engine oil leaks, or possibility contaminated ECS.

85. On September 7, 2017, JetBlue issued Information Notice 2017-T027 “(ATA 49)
Airbus A320 / A321 — Honeywell 131-9A — APU — Proper Shutdown Procedure” attributing
improper APU shutdowns for causing oil retention in the bearings and scavenge systems because
oil will not be drained back to the Gearbox.

86. On November 13, 2017, JetBlue issued Information Notice 2017-T036TR “(ATA
00) Cabin Odor Reports (MX-270 and MX-271)” and Information Notice 2017-F044TR, “Cabin
Odor Reporting Forms” introducing new forms to report cabin odor events.

87. However, Defendants discouraged reporting.

2018

88. On January 18, 2018, JetBlue Manager, Inflight Standards and Regulatory
Compliance, DeWayne Cook, issued Information Notice 2018-IFO01TR “Responding to Smoke,
Cabin Odor, and Fumes” to the Inflight Crewmembers to notify Crewmembers of the definitions,
types, and sources of potential odors experienced onboard the aircraft, and their responses to
aircraft odors.

89. Notice 2018-IFO01TR defines potential odors which Crewmembers may

experience during normal operations:

Smoke | The byproduct of burning materials made visible by the presence
of small particles.
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Odor A distinctive smell, especially an unpleasant one.
Fumes | Odorous, gaseous compounds, which are not visible.

90.  JetBlue represented that its goal is “to create the safest possible working
environment for our Crewmembers, Customers and Business Partners. Under normal operating
conditions, odors, or fumes from these sources may be present in the cabin; however, when present,
they very rarely exist at a concentration or level to cause concern.”

91.  JetBlue continues: “Environmental conditions change the sense of smell and may
cause odors to appear stronger in nature. Moisture, in particular, enhances the sense of smell as
humidity readily carries odor molecules to the nasal passage. These types of odors may begin to
dissipate as the aircraft exists the moisture-laden environment.”

92.  JetBlue describes five categories of “aircraft odors”, including (1) Smoke/Fire
Odors; (2) Cabin-Source Odors; (3) External-Source Odors; (4) Aircraft Environmental System
Odors; and (5) Undetermined Hypoxia. Note — None of the foregoing “aircraft odors” concern
“Fumes”.

93. This publication further tells Crewmembers:

Note

If Customers are exhibiting physiological effects from a persistent odor occurring

during all phases of flight, that is strong in intensity, increases over time, detected

by multiple members of the Crew and Customers and significantly irritates eyes,

nose or throat; distribute wet paper towels and direct Customers to remain low and

breathe through the wet paper towel or clothing, which will assist in filtering the

smoke/odor/fumes in the cabin.

94, On January 18, 2018, JetBlue issued Information Notice 2018-FO02TR “Airbus
Recognition and Isolation Guidance” to the Flight Crewmembers requiring them to use due

diligence and sound judgment when they recognize an odor, and to immediately address health or

safety concerns of Customers or Crew.
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95. Notice 2018-FOOTR provides the following description of Aircraft Environmental

System Odor Levels:

Level 1 e A Transient (non-Persistent) Odor.

e Odor is not strong and does not severely affect eyes, nose, or throat.
Mild irritation may occur but not widespread and symptoms subside.

e Odor dissipates over time.

Level 2 A Persistent Odor.

Odor remains or may dissipate over time.

Odor is detectable by multiple Crewmembers or Customers

Mild to moderate irritation occurs in two or more Crewmembers or

customers

Level 3 e A Persistent Odor

e Odor obvious to both Crewmembers and Customers

e QOdor is strong in intensity, increases over time, or stabilizes with a
significant intensity

e Odor significantly irritates eyes, nose, or throat

96. On January 18, 2018, JetBlue issued Information Notice 2018-FO03TR “Flight
Deck and Cabin Odors and Fumes” recognizing the issue of cockpit and cabin odors, and issued
new FOM policies addressing cockpit and cabin odors.

97. JetBlue again represented that it has a commitment to safety for its Customers and
Crewmembers, and that its goal is “to create the safest possible working environment.”

98. JetBlue stated:

NOTE
It is difficult to discern a fume from an odor. Although the presence of an
unidentified odor does not necessarily indicate the presence of fumes,

Crewmembers shall address any odor which may be cause for concern.

The presence of an odor alone does not necessarily require Flight Crew action or a
medical response.

99. JetBlue further noted that:
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Crewmembers should be aware that the longer they are exposed to a certain
odor, the less they may be able to perceive it. This effect is known as
“olfactory fatigue”.  To counteract olfactory fatigue, Flight Deck
Crewmembers may consider utilizing their oxygen mask to isolate from the
odor temporarily. This will allow the olfactory senses to recover and aid in
determining if the odor is still present, if the intensity is changing, and how
to describe the odor (what does it smell like).

100. JetBlue continuously told the Crewmembers that odors experienced on the plane
are not harmful and did nothing meaningful to correct the fume event issue in an effort to keep its
fleet in service at the risk of jeopardizing the safety of inflight and passengers.

10I. On November 15, 2018, JetBlue issued Information Notice 2018-Y035TR
concerning “Cabin Odor Notifications (Eff. 12/1/18)”, recognizing the occurrence of odor events
and the Safety Data and Analysis team.

102.  Still, Defendants made no appropriate corrective action.

2019

103.  On April 18, 2019, Ed Baklor, JetBlue Head of Customer Care and Programs
notified the Crewmembers that determining whether an odor or fumes is normal or not, to avoid
unnecessary disruptions, and “if Inflight decides not to operate once a plane has been cleared, it is
considered a refusal to fly and the Crewmember may be subject to disciplinary action.”

104.  He further told Crewmembers to only call MedAire during cabin odor/fume events
if it involves a non-normal odor or fume and they exhibit physical symptoms that prevents them
from performing their duties as an inflight crewmember.

105.  On September 19, 2019, Senator Richard Blumenthal and Congressman John
Garamendi, sponsors of the Cabin Air Safety Act of 2019, wrote to JetBlue about their concern

about fume events, and questioned JetBlue about them.

106.  They also noted:
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that the proper term for these events, is either ‘fume event’ or ‘cabin air safety event’.

There have been reports that your company is reclassifying these as ‘odor events’ in

an apparent attempt to skirt Federal Aviation Administration reporting standards, as

well as local workers’ compensation laws. This raises significant doubt regarding

JetBlue’s intention to faithfully adhere to existing health, safety, and labor law.

107.  John M. Allen of JetBlue responded on October 10, 2019 and stated: “we have
found this to be a very emotional issue and many myths have been propagated through social media
to feed crewmember angst over this issue.”

108.  Mr. Allen further stated: “Through our research from each reported odor event, we
found that none of the reported odor events resulted in JetBlue crewmembers or customers
receiving unhealthy air.”

109.  In sum, Defendant JetBlue told Congress that the fume event issue is a product of
emotional angst and not harmful, which was false.

110.  On September 6, 2022, JetBlue issued a publication to its Crewmembers stating
that the “dirty sock smell” (the byproduct of oil decay) is not toxic, and attributed the headaches,
nausea, and dizziness to their individual sensitivities.

2023
111.  According to the JetBlue Flight Attendant Manual (“FAM”) §17.23, (Rev. March
8, 2023) “Inflight Crewmembers may not make any written or verbal statements to the press or
news media without prior briefing or approval. Direct all media inquiries to the JetBlue Media
Relations Team at 718-709-3089.”
112.  Essentially, the inflight was not allowed to disclose that which Defendants wish to
keep out of the public eye: toxic chemicals can pour into the cabin and cause such severe injuries

to the inflight, passengers, including those who are immunocompromised, small children and

babies.

18

20 of 51



FTLED._QUEENS COUNTY CLERK 0970372025 02: 27 PM | NDEX NO. 725646/ 2025

NYSCEF DOC. NO. 1 RECEI VED NYSCEF: 09/03/2025

2024

113.  On May 21, 2024, JetBlue issued Information Notice 2017-T015 K, “(ATA 05)
Troubleshooting Odor in the Cabin”, which recognizes “extensive expert and industry research,
document review and working with the JetBlue Safety Department,” concerning odor in the cabin
and supposedly implements a plan of action.

114.  This publication recognizes that APU oil leaks and Skydrol leaks from the landing
gear area are responsible for the majority of cabin odor events and that it is “critical to thoroughly
investigate all events using the Airbus TSM 05-50-00-0810-831-A, Identification of the Cause of
Cabin Odor, Smoke or Fume.”

115. JetBlue further states in this document that “JetBlue takes all reports of odor, poor
air quality and ‘dirty sock smells’ seriously and performs robust troubleshooting of the cause of
these odors”, which is far from the case.

116. JetBlue also states “Ambient air may smell musty during precipitation/high
humidity, or when passing through clouds. If the odor is no longer present, there is no corrective
action.” (emphasis added).

117. It is notable that toxic fumes do not always have an odor, and may dissipate over
time — that does not mean no dangerous toxic fume event occurred that can seriously and
permanently harm those exposed to this poison.

118. This guidance allowed Defendants from investigating countless fume events by
stating that corrective action is unnecessary after the air has dissipated.

119. Still, crewmembers were repeatedly told that there was nothing to be concerned

with.
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120. They were told to maintain a calm cabin environment throughout the event, and
were not provided with appropriate equipment for them, or passengers, to use in the event of a fume
event.

121. They were told if the aircraft is cleared to fly, than the flight attendants must
continue to fly, or else it would be considered a refusal to fly and the crewmember may be subject
to disciplinary action.

Plaintiff Kate Dybdahl’s Event

122.  On September 3, 2022, JetBlue Flight Number 673, was operating an Airbus 321,
Tail Number N988JT from Boston, Massachusetts to Aruba when it experienced a fume event.

123. At the time of the incident, Plaintiff Kate Dybdahl was 44 years old and a flight
attendant for 17 years.

124.  Just prior, the same aircraft, N988JT, Flight 509 diverted due to a customer having
trouble breathing and was taken to the hospital.

125. Instead of fixing the leak, (documented after the fume event on F1773 on August
24, 2022), JetBlue cleaned up the standing oil, turned off the APU, and put the aircraft back into
service.

126.  The flight crew and inflight, including Plaintiff Kate Dybdahl, noticed a dirty sock
smell, which was worsening, causing Plaintiff Kate Dybdahl to become nauseous.

127. A family with a small child and infant moved to the back to get fresh air once the
door was opened, mentioning that they were feeling nauseous.

128.  Other passengers were experiencing nausea, were complaining about the odor, and

one child had a nosebleed.
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129.  Although customers were symptomatic, none of the Defendants notified them about
the event.

130.  Odor went throughout the cabin after the APU bleed was turned on.

131. Plaintiff Kate Dybdahl also repeatedly asked for Medlink, but no one responded.

132.  Although Emergency Medical Servies eventually met the aircraft, and the crew was
transported to the hospital, Defendant JetBlue failed to provide timely medical attention to the
visibly effected crew.

133.  While the passengers were deplaning, the flight crew had left during this
emergency.

134. An FCIR was sent to the FAA with an inaccurate account of the event, which
downplays the severity of the medical emergency that had occurred.

135. Plaintiff Kate Dybdahl noticed that fumes were still present, despite the winds, and
warned the ground crew members that the airplane was contaminated and that everyone should
deplane.

136.  The ground crew ignored Plaintiff Kate Dybdahl’s multiple warnings, they finished
the turnaround, which caused one ground crew member to require medical attention, making it 5
in total.

137. Eventually, Plaintiff Kate Dybdahl and the others were taken to the hospital.

138.  On September 4, 2022, Plaintiff Kate Dybdahl woke up with a persistent headache,
nausea, and tingling/numbness in her hands, shins, and face.

139. Plaintiff Kate Dybdahl flew home on Flight F974, but was not on the electronic
manifest, and her schedule was altered to remove any reference to the layover or the flight home,

neither of which she was paid for.
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140. Plaintiff Kate Dybdahl also received disciplinary UNAs on her schedule.

141.  On September 5, 2022, Plaintiff Kate Dybdahl woke up with worsening numbness,
tingling, headache, ringing ears, floating sensation and difficulty focusing. By the afternoon, the
symptoms escalated, and Plaintiff Kate Dybdahl was confused, and could not drive.

142.  Plaintiff Kate Dybdahl and all four inflight crew members went to the hospital when
they returned to Boston.

143.  The subject aircraft was ferried unpressurized to FLL, where Packs 1 and 2 were
placed on MEL, and the aircraft was decontaminated.

144. The subject aircraft was sent into service.

145. The FAA Audit of this event confirmed that the APU was causing the foul odor due
to an APU internal oil leak.

146. This FAA Audit was triggered by Plaintiff Kate Dybdahl’s complaint, and no SDRs
were filed.

147. On August 24, 2022, one week prior to Plaintiff’s event, the same aircraft went into
service following flight crew reports that the aircraft smelled like dirty socks and sour milk
throughout the cabin.

148.  Following the August 24, 2022 event, the APU was placed on restrictions under the
MEL and had evidence of an oil leak.

149. It was also noted that the aircraft had a previous 30 day history of incidents.

150. Plaintiff Kate Dybdahl had no history of cognitive impairment, tinnitus, skin
irritation, depression, fatigue, or sleep disruption prior to the subject incident.

151.  As aresult of the incident, Plaintiff Kate Dybdahl was seriously injured, including

nausea, tingling, numbness, cognitive impairment, disorientation, confusion, lightheadedness,
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tinnitus, skin irritation, headaches, memory deficits, brain fog, anxiety, depression, fatigue, sleep
disruption, mood swings, visual changes, chemical sensitivity, and hot flashes.

152.  As aresult of the incident, Plaintiff Kate Dybdahl also suffered great pain, agony,
and mental anguish in the past, and she shall continue to suffer from the same injuries for the
foreseeable future.

153. Plaintiff Kate Dybdahl underwent therapies and treatments for her injuries,
including chelation therapy, autoimmune treatment, vitamin IV therapy, hydro colon therapy,
hyperbaric chamber therapy, oxygen therapy, visual therapy, infrared sauna treatment, vestibular
therapy, neuropsychological testing, multistep oxygen therapy, and other various testing and will
require future treatment for their ongoing nature.

154.  As aresult of this incident, Plaintiff Kate Dybdahl was forced to spend money on
medical treatments and therapies and is permanently scarred.

155. As aresult of this incident, Plaintiff Kate Dybdahl has further experienced mental
anguish, physical and cognitive impairments, and depression.

156. This has produced anxiety about going or being anywhere that Plaintiff Dybdahl
could be exposed to chemicals, which make here symptomatic.

157.  As a result of this incident, Plaintiff Kate Dybdahl was deprived of her ability to
work and enjoyment of life.

158. As a result of this incident, Plaintiff Kate Dybdahl has suffered the following
damages:

a. Bodily injury;

b. Disability;

c. Pain and suffering
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d. Mental anguish;

e. Loss of the capacity for the enjoyment of life;
f. Medical expenses;

g. Lost past earnings and net accumulations;

h. Lost future earnings and net accumulations;

1. Pre-judgment interest;

] Post-judgment interest; and

k. Other damages to be determined at trial.

159. But for this incident, Plaintiff Kate Dybdahl would not have sustained the serious
injuries and damages set forth above.

160. Further, Plaintiff Paul Dybdahl had to care for Kate Dybdahl as she received
treatment for the injuries she sustained in the fume event.

161. As a result of this incident, Plaintiff Paul Dybdahl has suffered the following

damages:
a. Loss of consortium;
b. Pain and suffering;
c. Mental anguish;
d. Pre-judgment interest;
e. Post-judgment interest; and
f. Other damages to be determined at trial.

Plaintiff Graham Lehr’s Event

162. At the time of the incident, Plaintiff Graham Lehr was 49 years old and a flight

attendant since February 3, 2002.
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163.  On December 16, 2022, JetBlue Flight Number 673, was operating an Airbus 320,
Tail Number N523JB from Boston, Massachusetts to Aruba when it experienced a fume event
during final descent.

164. All inflight crew members detected the presence of the dirty musty sock smell,
which was confirmed by both pilots.

165. Once on the ground, the outbound pilots also confirmed fumes, as well as the
contract MX in AUA.

166.  Plaintiff Graham Lehr was exposed for over 30 minutes before she was able to exist
the aircratft.

167. The flight experienced turbulence upon descent, and Plaintiff Graham Lehr put on
a surgical mask due to experiencing burning in the back of her throat and a headache and became
woozy and unsteady on her feet.

168.  The entire flight crew contacted Medlink, and were sent to the emergency room in
AUA, and received a UNA code on their schedule as a result.

169. Defendant Jetblue’s MSR did not report crew injuries for Flight Number 673, nor
were there any SDRs submitted.

170. Rather Defendant Jetblue ferried (no pressure, no bleed, due to APU issues)
N523JB on flight Number 8362 on December 17, 2022, in which the reported fume event was
linked, and SDRs were submitted for this flight.

171.  The APU was leaking for Flight Number 673 on December 16, 2022.

172. Plaintiff Graham Lehr flew to base December 17, 2022, then returned home on

December 18, 2022.
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173.  On December 20, 2022, Plaintiff Graham Lehr’s symptoms were persistent and
concerning; she went to urgent care.

174.  Plaintiff Graham Lehr went to six ED’s in 10 months as a result of her injuries
including, but not limited to: shortness of breath, headaches, heart palpitations, chest tightness,
cognitive delays, brain fog, fatigue, ringing in ears, soreness in back of throat, numbness, tingling,
disorientation, unsteady on feet.

175. The subject aircraft had a previous 30-day history of fume events, including one on
December 9, 2022, one week prior to the incident.

176. As a result of the accident, Plaintiff Graham Lehr has been experiencing fatigue,
respiratory issues, chest tightness, dizziness, headaches, burning in the throat, cognitive
impairment, brain fog, memory loss, trouble sleeping, numbness and tingling in upper half of body,
redness and swelling in face and neck, difficulty standing and walking, and anxiety.

177.  Plaintiff Graham Lehr has been receiving multi-step oxygen therapy, therapy by
use of protective breathing equipment, infrared sauna treatment, red light therapy, vitamin IVs,
acupuncture, chiropractic treatments, mental health therapy, vitamins, nutrition, reiki, and heart
rate variability therapy, hyperbaric oxygen therapy, hydro-colon cleanse, autoimmune treatment,
and chelation.

178.  Plaintiff Graham Lehr’s methacholine test demonstrates a 43% decrease in
pulmonary function.

179.  Plaintiff Graham Lehr’s has undergone various tests that indicate toxic exposure.

180. Plaintiff Graham Lehr had no history of cognitive impairment, fatigue, or

respiratory issues prior to the subject incident.
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181.  As aresult of the incident, Plaintiff Graham Lehr was seriously injured, including
physical and cognitive impairment, sleep disruptions, mental anguish, redness and swelling in face
and neck, respiratory distress, major physical fatigue, autonomic dysfunction, reactive airways
disease, neurocognitive disorder, sensitivity to occupational chemical, deficit of vestibulo-ocular
reflex, toxic encephalopathy, organophosphate toxicity, shortness of breath, palpitations,
numbness, tingling, brain fog, post-exertion malaise, wheezing.

182.  As aresult of this incident, Plaintiff Graham Lehr also suffered great pain, agony,
and mental anguish in the past, and she shall continue to suffer from the same injuries for the
foreseeable future.

183.  Asaresult of this incident, Plaintiff Graham Lehr further is also unable to travel by
plane, train, boat or public transportation and cannot stay in hotels.

184.  As a result of this incident, Plaintiff Graham Lehr was forced to spend money on
medical treatments and therapies and is permanently scarred.

185.  As aresult of this incident, Plaintiff Graham Lehr has been deprived of her ability
to work and enjoyment of life.

186. As a result of this incident, Plaintiff Graham Lehr has suffered the following
damages:

a. Bodily injury;

b. Disability;

c. Pain and suffering

d. Mental anguish;

e. Loss of the capacity for the enjoyment of life;

f. Medical expenses;
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g. Lost past earnings and net accumulations;
h. Lost future earnings and net accumulations;
1. Pre-judgment interest

j. Post-judgment interest; and

k. Other damages to be determined at trial.

187. But for this incident, Plaintiff Graham Lehr would not have sustained the serious
injuries and damages set forth above.

188.  Further, Plaintiff Chad Lehr had to care for Plaintiff Graham Lehr as she received
treatment for the injuries she sustained in the fume event, and assumed the role as primary parent
to a neurodivergent child.

189.  Asaresult of this incident, Plaintiff Chad Lehr has suffered the following damages:

a. Loss of consortium;

b. Pain and suffering;

c. Mental anguish;

d. Pre-Judgment Interest;

e. Post-Judgment Interest; and

f. Other damages to be determined at trial.

Plaintiff Julia Michele Craig’s Event

190. At the time of the 2024 incident, Plaintiff Julia Craig was 60 years old and was a
flight attendant since January, 2003.
191.  Plaintiff Julia Craig was involved in four separate fume event incidents on Airbus

320 and 321 aircraft.
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192. The first fume event occurred in approximately 2013 in an Airbus 320 when
Plaintiff Julia Craig noticed an odor and blue cloud and stuck on the airplane for over 30 minutes,
which the pilot explained to be a fume event.

193. The second fume event occurred on March 29, 2023, Flight Number 673, N948
from Boston to Aruba in an Airbus 321.

194. Plaintiff Julia Craig sought medical attention.

195.  Plaintiff Julia Craig filed a report after being assigned a return flight that landed
with less than the FAA-mandatory 8 hours of rest.

196. Despite this, Plaintiff Craig was not removed from her flight the next day, and as a
result received disciplinary points and lost pay.

197.  Plaintiff Julia Craig filed a complaint with the FAA regarding violation of the
minimum rest requirements, as well as a whistleblower complaint with OSHA for retaliation after
reporting the fume event and experiencing disciplinary action and loss of pay.

198.  The third fume event occurred on April 10, 2023, Flight Number 673, N971, from
Aruba to Boston in an Airbus 321.

199. The fourth fume event occurred on August 21, 2024, JetBlue Flight Number 256,
was operating an Airbus 321, Tail Number 563 from Bozeman, Montana to Boston, Massachusetts.

200. The Safety Action report provided that the “APU was found to have oil on it.
Removed and replaced in accordance with AMM-49-91-00.

201.  As a result of the accident, Plaintiff Julia Craig experienced visual difficulties,
impaired executive function, autonomic dysfunction, nausea, fatigue, tremors, trouble driving,
difficulty with depth perception, balance issues, tinnitus, respiratory issues, issues with nervous

systems, trouble sleeping and headaches.
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202.  Plaintiff Julia Craig had no history of visual difficulties, fatigue, tremors, trouble
driving, difficulty with depth perception, balance issues, tinnitus, respiratory issues, issues with
nervous systems, trouble sleeping or headaches prior to the subject incident.

203. As a result of this incident, Plaintiff Julia Craig was diagnosed with: chemical
sensitivity; cognitive dysfunction; inspiratory obstruction; convergence insufficiency; visual
Discomfort — Visual Motion Sensitivity; and aero toxic syndrome.

204.  As aresult of this incident, Plaintiff Juila Craig also suffered great pain, agony, and
mental anguish in the past, and she shall continue to suffer from the same injuries for the
foreseeable future.

205.  Plaintiff Julia Craig underwent eye therapy, vocal cord therapy, and has been
recommended to undergo cognitive therapy, bio-feedback, testing with neuropsychiatrist and will
require future treatment.

206. As a result of this incident, Plaintiff Julia Craig was forced to spend money on
medical treatments and therapies and is permanently scarred.

207.  As aresult of this incident, Plaintiff Julia Craig has been deprived of her ability to
work and enjoyment of life.

208.  Asaresult of this incident, Plaintiff Julia Craig has suffered the following damages:

a. Bodily injury;

b. Disability;

c. Pain and suffering

d. Mental anguish;

e. Loss of the capacity for the enjoyment of life;

f. Medical expenses;

30

32 of 51



FTLED._QUEENS COUNTY CLERK 0970372025 02: 27 PM | NDEX NO. 725646/ 2025

NYSCEF DOC. NO. 1 RECEI VED NYSCEF: 09/03/2025

g. Lost past earnings and net accumulations;
h. Lost future earnings and net accumulations;
1. Pre-Judgment Interest
j. Post-Judgment Interest; and
k. Other damages to be determined at trial.
209. But for this incident, Plaintiff Julia Craig would not have sustained the serious

injuries and damages set forth above.

COUNT I
Plaintiffs v. Defendant JetBlue
(Negligence)

210. Plaintiffs incorporate by reference the above paragraphs as though set forth at
length herein.

211. Defendant JetBlue was the owner, operator, and maintainer of the subject aircraft.

212. Defendant JetBlue failed to exercise reasonable care in the operation of the subject
aircraft.

213.  Further, Defendant JetBlue failed to exercise reasonable care for the protection of
their flight crew and passengers in the operation of the aircraft during the subject flights.

214. Defendant JetBlue failed to exercise reasonable care or take adequate corrective
action to address the pervasive issue with fume events in its fleet that caused the injuries to
Plaintiffs.

215. Defendant JetBlue breached its duty and was negligent, grossly negligent, reckless,

willful and/or wanton in that it, among other things:
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a. failed to provide air transportation and protection in a manner
reasonably calculated to ensure the safety of the flight crew and passengers on the subject
aircraft and the safe completion of the subject flights;

b. failed to safely transport Plaintiffs Kate Dybdahl, Julia Craig, and

Graham Lehr;

c. failed to adequately warn Plaintiffs of the dangers of the subject
flight;

d. failed to maintain the subject aircraft in a safe manner;

e. failed to own or operate the subject aircraft with due care and

caution in accordance with applicable procedures and safe practices;

f. failed to provide safe operating procedures, training, instructions,
guidelines, and equipment for the incident flight;

g. failed to exercise safe and effective control over the aircraft and to
protect against unreasonable risk of injury;

h. failed to equip the subject flight with adequate equipment to protect
those aboard;

1. failed to properly and adequately inspect, overhaul, repair, equip,
modify, and maintain the subject aircraft;

] failed to exercise the high degree of care required of a common
carrier in the exercise of its activities;

k. failed to provide air taxi transportation and carriage in a manner
reasonably calculated to ensure the safe completion of the subject flight;

1. providing a defective bleed air system;
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m. providing a defective aircraft;

n. providing a defective aircraft APU;

0. providing inadequate instructions to deal with fume events;

p. failed to provide adequate warnings on how to deal with fume
events;

q. failed to report defects;

r. failed to investigate or report fume events;

S. failed to take corrective action to respond to and prevent fume
events;

t. discouraged reporting of fume events;

u. penalizing those injured on reporting fume events;

V. failed to correct known defects caused by the defective bleed air
system;

W. failed to warn about the effects of fume events and frequency and

severity of fume events;

X. failed to respond to fume events that are brought to Defendant’s
attention;

y. failed to provide those onboard with appropriate protective

equipment to utilize in the face of a fume event;

Z. misrepresented the severity and frequency of fume events;
aa. provided improper and misleading information on how to deal with
fume events;
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bb. carelessly, recklessly, and negligently failed to comply with
applicable Federal Aviation Rules and Regulations;

cc. carelessly, recklessly, and negligently failed to comply with Part
121 of the Federal Aviation Rules and Regulations; and

dd. failed in other respects to be shown at trial.

216. That as a direct and proximate result of the conduct of Defendant JetBlue, Plaintiffs
sustained injuries and damages.

WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs demand judgment against Defendant JetBlue for all damages
permitted by law, plus costs and pre-judgment interest as may be allowed by law, and requests
trial by jury of all issues triable as a right by a jury.

COUNT II
Plaintiffs v. Defendant JetBlue
(Negligent Misrepresentation and Fraud)

217. Plaintiffs incorporate by reference the above paragraphs as though set forth at
length herein.

218. Defendant JetBlue engaged in false representations concerning the severity and
frequency of fume events.

219. As set forth in detail above, defendant engaged in false representations and
concealments which resulted in the Plaintiffs’ injuries and damages.

220. Defendant told Plaintiffs that the fume events were not harmful, and that their
reaction was a product of emotional angst.

221.  After experiencing a fume event, Plaintiffs Kate Dybdahl and Julia Craig were

subjected to disciplinary action and lost pay.
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222.  Plaintiffs Kate Dybdahl, Graham Lehr, and Julia Craig have been unable to return
to work following the fume events that they encountered.

223. Defendant threatened all of the inflight that they could also be subject to
disciplinary action and lost pay in similar circumstances.

224. Defendant also failed to report instances of fume events and discouraged reporting
so its aircraft were not down for service.

225. Defendant also failed to provide the inflight or passengers with sufficient protective
equipment.

226. Defendant underreported fume events and created protocols to ensure that fume
events were kept quiet.

227. Defendant knew that the statements it made were false.

228. Instead, Defendant systematically covered up the facts, which caused serious and
permanent injury to Plaintiffs.

229. Plaintiffs, and each of them, relied upon Defendant’s statements, which turned out
to be false.

230.  As aresult, Plaintiffs were seriously and permanently injured.

WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs demand judgment against Defendant JetBlue for all damages
permitted by law, plus costs and pre-judgment interest as may be allowed by law, and requests
trial by jury of all issues triable as a right by a jury.

COUNT 111
Plaintiffs v. Airbus Defendants
(Strict Liability)
231. Plaintiffs incorporate by reference the above paragraphs as though set forth at

length herein.
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232. The Airbus Defendants are in the business of designing, manufacturing, testing,
certifying, distributing, and selling aircraft, including the subject aircraft for each Plaintiff.

233. They are also the holder of the Type Certificate Holders for the Airbus family of
aircraft.

234. Defendants designed and tested the aircraft and certified that they were of adequate
quality, strength, and construction.

235. The dangerous defects which caused the injuries to Plaintiffs existed at the time
they were first sold.

236. The design defects which rendered the aircraft unreasonably dangerous and
defective were, but are not limited to, the following:

237. The subject aircraft’ ventilation systems allowed for bleed air to enter the cabin
with all passengers and crew members, which may be contaminated with dangerous toxins.

238.  The subject aircraft lacked adequate air quality monitors, sensor, or alarms.

239. The subject aircraft contain no systems that would allow the flight crew to identify
the source of the contaminated air or prevent the contamination of the cabin air.

240. The subject aircraft lacked adequate filters that would purify the cabin air to prevent
bleed air contamination.

241. The aforesaid inherent design defects increased the likelihood of injuries in the
event of an accident, had no usefulness or desirability in their condition, and could have been
rectified with alternative safer products for little to no cost.

242.  As aresult of the design defect, Plaintiffs suffered injuries and damages.
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WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs demand judgment against the Airbus Defendants for all damages
permitted by law, plus costs and pre-judgment interest as may be allowed by law, and requests
trial by jury of all issues triable as a right by a jury.

COUNT IV
Plaintiffs v. Airbus Defendants
(Negligence)

243.  Plaintiffs incorporate by reference the above paragraphs as though set forth at
length herein.

244.  The Airbus Defendants owed a duty to the Plaintiffs to use reasonable care in
designing, manufacturing, testing, certifying, distributing, and selling aircratft.

245.  The Airbus Defendants breached their duties and were negligent, grossly negligent,
reckless, willful and/or wanton in that they, among other things:

246.  The Airbus Defendants negligently designed, manufactured, tested, certified,
distributed, and sold the subject aircraft, such that their ventilation systems allowed contaminated
bleed air to enter the cabin of the subject aircraft.

247.  The Airbus Defendants failed to disclose the serious and pervasive issues involving
fume events.

248.  The Airbus Defendants negligently designed, manufactured, tested, certified,
distributed, and sold the subject aircraft without an adequate air quality monitor, sensor or alarm
to detect bleed air contamination, allow the flight crew to identify the source of such
contamination, or allow the flight crew to prevent fume events.

249. The Airbus Defendants, in the face of known defects, failed to correct such defects

to the detriment of those who were onboard.

37

39 of 51



FTLED._QUEENS COUNTY CLERK 0970372025 02: 27 PM | NDEX NO. 725646/ 2025

NYSCEF DOC. NO. 1 RECEI VED NYSCEF: 09/03/2025

250. As adirect and proximate result of the conduct of the Airbus Defendants, Plaintiffs
sustained injuries and damages.

WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs demand judgment against the Airbus Defendants for all damages
permitted by law, plus costs and pre-judgment interest as may be allowed by law, and requests
trial by jury of all issues triable as a right by a jury.

COUNT V
Plaintiffs v. Airbus Defendants
(Breach of Express and Implied Warranties of Merchantability)

251. Plaintiffs incorporate by reference the above paragraphs as though set forth at
length herein.

252. The Airbus Defendants expressly and impliedly warranted to its customers and
foreseeable users of the product that it was safe, merchantable and fit for the uses for which it was
intended.

253.  The Plaintiffs relied upon such warranties.

254. The Airbus Defendants breached their warranties to the Plaintiffs when they
designed, manufactured, tested, certified, distributed, and sold the subject aircraft that were not
reasonably safe for its intended use or purpose.

255. As a direct and proximate result of the Airbus Defendants’ breach, Plaintiffs
suffered and continue to suffer serious mental and physical impairments and have to endure past,
present and future medical expenses, needed for aid and assistance in their abilities to enjoy life
and attend to their usual activities.

256. The Airbus Defendants engaged in false representations concerning the severity

and frequency of fume events.
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257. The Airbus Defendants told Plaintiffs that the fume events were not harmful, and
that their reaction was a product of emotional angst.

258.  After experiencing a fume event, Plaintiffs Kate Dybdahl and Julia Craig were
subjected to disciplinary action and lost pay.

259. The Airbus Defendants threatened all of the inflight flight attendants that they could
also be subject to disciplinary action and lost pay in similar circumstances.

260. The Airbus Defendants also failed to report instances of fume events and
discouraged reporting so its aircraft were not down for service.

261. The Airbus Defendants also failed to provide the inflight or passengers with
sufficient protective equipment.

262. The Airbus Defendants underreported fume events and created protocols to ensure
that fume events were kept quiet.

263. The Airbus Defendants knew that the statements it made were false.

264. Instead, the Airbus Defendants systematically covered up the facts, which caused
serious and permanent injury to Plaintiffs.

265. Plaintiffs, and each of them, relied upon the Airbus Defendants’ statements, which
turned out to be false.

266.  As aresult, Plaintiffs were seriously and permanently injured.

WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs demand judgment against the Airbus Defendants for all damages
permitted by law, plus costs and pre-judgment interest as may be allowed by law, and requests

trial by jury of all issues triable as a right by a jury.
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COUNT VI
Plaintiffs v. Airbus Defendants
(Negligent Misrepresentation and Fraud)

267. Plaintiffs incorporate by reference the above paragraphs as though set forth at
length herein.

268. The Airbus Defendants engaged in false representations concerning the severity
and frequency of fume events.

269. As set forth in detail above, defendant engaged in false representations and
concealments which resulted in the Plaintiffs’ injuries and damages.

270. The Airbus Defendants told Plaintiffs that the fume events were not harmful, and
that their reaction was a product of emotional angst.

271. The Airbus Defendants, individually and in conjunction with Defendant JetBlue
and the Honeywell Defendants, failed to report instances of fume events and discouraged reporting
so its aircraft were not down for service.

272. The Airbus Defendants also failed to provide the inflight or passengers with
sufficient protective equipment.

273. The Airbus Defendants underreported fume events, and created protocols to ensure
that fume events were kept quiet.

274. The Airbus Defendants knew that the statements they made were false.

275. Instead, the Airbus Defendants systematically covered up the facts, which caused
serious and permanent injury to Plaintiffs.

276. Plaintiffs, and each of them, relied upon the Airbus Defendants’ statements, which
turned out to be false.

277.  As aresult, Plaintiffs were seriously and permanently injured.
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WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs demand judgment against the Airbus Defendants for all damages
permitted by law, plus costs and pre-judgment interest as may be allowed by law, and requests
trial by jury of all issues triable as a right by a jury.

COUNT VII
Plaintiffs v. Honeywell Defendants
(Strict Liability)

278. Plaintiffs incorporate by reference the above paragraphs as though set forth at
length herein.

279. The Honeywell Defendants are in the business of designing, manufacturing, testing,
certifying, distributing, and selling aircraft, including the subject APU.

280. The Honeywell Defendants designed and tested the aircraft and certified that they
were of adequate quality, strength, and construction.

281. The dangerous defects which caused the injuries to Plaintiffs existed at the time
they were first sold.

282. The design defects which rendered the aircraft and APU unreasonably danger and
defective were, but are not limited to, the following:

283. The subject aircraft’ ventilation systems allowed for bleed air to enter the cabin
with all passengers and crew members, which may be contaminated with dangerous toxins.

284. The subject aircraft and APU lacked adequate air quality monitors, sensor, or
alarms.

285.  The subject aircraft contain no systems that would allow the flight crew to identify
the source of the contaminated air or prevent the contamination of the cabin air.

286. The subject aircraft lacked adequate filters that would purify the cabin air to prevent

bleed air contamination.
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287. The aforesaid inherent design defects increased the likelihood of injuries in the
event of an accident, had no usefulness or desirability in their condition, and could have been
rectified with alternative safer products for little to no cost.

288.  As aresult of the design defect, Plaintiffs suffered injuries and damages.

WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs demand judgment against the Honeywell Defendants for all
damages permitted by law, plus costs and pre-judgment interest as may be allowed by law, and
requests trial by jury of all issues triable as a right by a jury.

COUNT VIII
Plaintiffs v. Honeywell Defendants
(Negligence)

289.  Plaintiffs incorporate by reference the above paragraphs as though set forth at
length herein.

290.  The Honeywell Defendants owed a duty to the Plaintiffs to use reasonable care in
designing, manufacturing, testing, certifying, distributing, and selling aircratft.

291.  The Honeywell Defendants breached their duties and were negligent, grossly
negligent, reckless, willful and/or wanton in that they, among other things:

292.  The Honeywell Defendants negligently designed, manufactured, tested, certified,
distributed, and sold the subject aircraft APUs.

293.  The Honeywell Defendants negligently designed, manufactured, tested, certified,
distributed, and sold the subject APUs without an adequate air quality monitor, sensor or alarm to
detect contamination, allow the flight crew to identify the source of such contamination, or allow
the flight crew to prevent fume events.

294. As a direct and proximate result of the conduct of the Honeywell Defendants,

Plaintiffs sustained injuries and damages.
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WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs demand judgment against the Honeywell Defendants for all
damages permitted by law, plus costs and pre-judgment interest as may be allowed by law, and
requests trial by jury of all issues triable as a right by a jury.

COUNT IX
Plaintiffs v. Honeywell Defendants
(Breach of Express and Implied Warranties of Merchantability)

295. Plaintiffs incorporate by reference the above paragraphs as though set forth at
length herein.

296. The Honeywell Defendants expressly and impliedly warranted to its customers and
foreseeable users of the product that it was safe, merchantable and fit for the uses for which it was
intended.

297.  Plaintiffs relied upon such warranties.

298. The Honeywell Defendants breached its warranties to Plaintiffs when they
designed, manufactured, tested, certified, distributed, and sold the APU’s that were not reasonably
safe and effective for its intended use or purpose.

299.  As a direct and proximate result of the defendant’s breach, the Plaintiffs suffered
and continue to suffer serious mental and physical impairments and have to endure past, present
and future medical expenses, needed for aid and assistance in their abilities to enjoy life and attend
to their usual activities.

WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs demand judgment against the Honeywell Defendants for all

damages permitted by law, plus costs and pre-judgment interest as may be allowed by law, and

requests trial by jury of all issues triable as a right by a jury.
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COUNT X
Plaintiffs v. Honeywell Defendants
(Negligent Misrepresentation and Fraud)

300. Plaintiffs incorporate by reference the above paragraphs as though set forth at
length herein.

301. The Honeywell Defendants engaged in false representations concerning the
severity and frequency of fume events.

302. As set forth in detail above, defendant engaged in false representations and
concealments which resulted in the Plaintiffs’ injuries and damages.

303. The Honeywell Defendants told Plaintiffs that the fume events were not harmful,
and that their reaction was a product of emotional angst.

304. The Honeywell Defendants, individually and in conjunction with JetBlue and the
Airbus Defendants, failed to report instances of fume events and discouraged reporting so its
aircraft were not down for service.

305. The Honeywell Defendants also provides faulty and defective APUs, which the
Honeywell Defendants know are defective and risk the safety of anyone flying on an aircraft
equipped with their APUs.

306. The Honeywell Defendants underreported fume events, and failures in their APUs
to ensure that fume events were kept quiet.

307. The Honeywell Defendants knew that the statements they made were false.

308. Instead, the Honeywell Defendants systematically covered up the facts, which
caused serious and permanent injury to Plaintiffs.

309. Plaintiffs, and each of them, relied upon the Honeywell Defendants’ statements,

which turned out to be false.
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310. As aresult, Plaintiffs were seriously and permanently injured.

WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs demand judgment against the Honeywell Defendants for all
damages permitted by law, plus costs and pre-judgment interest as may be allowed by law, and
requests trial by jury of all issues triable as a right by a jury.

COUNT XI
Plaintiffs v. All Defendants
(Negligent Infliction of Emotional Distress)

311. Plaintiffs incorporate by reference the above paragraphs as though set forth at
length herein.

312. Defendants owed duties to Plaintiffs, as described above.

313. Defendants breach of duties proximately caused the accident and was a proximate
cause of the emotional distress that naturally resulted to Plaintiffs as a result of Defendants’
actions.

314. Plaintiffs were flight attendants aboard the subject flights when the fume events
occurred, and therefore experienced and observed the sequence of events that led to their injuries
and were within the zone of danger of the accident, and witnessed the injuries sustained by
passengers and fellow crew members.

315. The impact left no doubt in Plaintiffs’ minds that they would be injured, and they
were.

316. As a direct and proximate result of Defendants’ negligence and/or breach of
contract, Plaintiffs suffered and continue to suffer emotional and physical injuries which were a
direct result of the incident and were foreseeable to Defendants.

317. Plaintiffs suffered the aforementioned injuries and damages as a direct result from

the sensory and contemporaneous observance of the events and serious bodily injury.
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WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs demand judgment against Defendants for all damages permitted
by law, plus costs and pre-judgment interest as may be allowed by law, and requests trial by jury
of all issues triable as a right by a jury.

COUNT XII
Plaintiffs Paul Christian Dybdahl and Chad Ronald Lehr v. All Defendants
(Loss of Consortium)

318. Plaintiffs incorporate by reference the above paragraphs as though set forth at
length herein.

319. Plaintiff Paul Dybdahl was 44 years old at the time of the incident.

320. Plaintiff Chad Lehr was 54 years old at the time of the incident.

321. At the time of the accident, the Lehr Plaintiffs had a minor child, and he had to
assume additional responsibility to account for Plaintiff Graham Lehr’s injuries.

322. Plaintiffs Paul Dybdahl and Chad Lehr at all times relevant hereto was the spouses
of Kate Dybdahl and Graham Lehr, respectively.

323. The aforementioned fume events required Plaintiffs Paul Dybdahl and Chad Lehr
to take time away from their work and family to care for the injuries sustained by their wives in
the fume events.

324. Further, Plaintiffs Paul Dybdahl and Chad Lehr lost society, companionship,
consortium and the support of Plaintiffs Kate Dybdahl and Graham Lehr, respectively, due to the
actions of Defendants resulting in the fume events.

WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs demand judgment against Defendants for all damages permitted
by law, plus costs and pre-judgment interest as may be allowed by law, and requests trial by jury

of all issues triable as a right by a jury.
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PRAYER FOR RELIEF

WHEREFORE Plaintiffs pray for judgment and relief on all Causes of Action as follows:

1. An order awarding Plaintiffs compensatory, general, and special damages, and punitive

damages in an amount to be proven at trial;

2. For medical monitoring;

3. Pre-judgment and post-judgment interest;

4. Attorney fees and costs; and

5. Such other relief as determine by the Court.

JURY DEMAND

Plaintiffs respectfully request that a jury be convened to try the factual issues of this case.

Dated: September 3, 2025

CASCIONE PURCIGLIOTTI AND GALLUZZI
P.C.

L —

Thomas G. Cascione, Esq.

Kelly Murtha, Esq.

Cascione Purcigliotti and Galluzzi P.C.
274 White Plains Road

2" Floor, Suite 6

Eastchester, NY 10709-4419

(914) 961-1263

Attorneys for Plaintiffs
and

DEVERS MISKA LAW
Cynthia M. Devers, Esq.
Michael S. Miska, Esq.
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(Pro Hac Vice Anticipated)
One Bala Plaza, Suite 635
Bala Cynwyd, PA 19004
Tel: (215) 714-4030

Email: cdevers@dmllc.law
mmiska@dmllc.law
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ATTORNEY VERIFICATION
STATE OF NEW YORK )
) ss
COUNTY OF WESTCHESTER )

I, the undersigned, an attorney admitted to practice in the courts of New York State, under penalty
of perjury state that I am one of the attorneys for the Plaintiff(s) in the action herein.

I have read the annexed VERIFIED COMPLAINT and know the contents thereof; the same is
true to my own knowledge except as to those matters stated therein to be alleged on information and belief,
and as to those matters I believe to be true.

This verification is made by me and not by my client(s) because my client(s) are presently residing
out-of-state and outside the County of where I maintain my offices. The grounds of my belief as to all
matters not stated upon my own knowledge are the materials in my file and the investigations conducted

by my office.

DATED: Eastchester NY

September 3, 2025 %

THOMAS G CASCIONE, ESQ
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