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SUMMARY

The Alaska Supreme Court held that named plaintiffs lacked interest-injury standing to sue two
automobile dealerships because they did not allege that they purchased vehicles from or were injured
by those dealerships. The court rejected use of the juridical link doctrine to establish standing and
upheld consideration of standing before class certification. However, it held that the superior court
abused its discretion by entering partial final judgment without adequately considering the plaintiffs’
request to amend the complaint and add class representatives with standing.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the named plaintiffs had standing to sue Lithia Hyundai and Lithia Chevrolet when the
complaint did not allege that any named plaintiff purchased a vehicle from or was injured by either
dealership.

2. Whether the juridical-link doctrine or the putative class allegations supplied standing against defendants
with whom the named plaintiffs had no dealings.

3. Whether the superior court properly considered standing before class certification.

4. Whether the superior court abused its discretion by entering partial final judgment under Civil Rule
54(b) without a showing of hardship or good cause and without permitting amendment to add class
representatives with standing.

HOLDINGS

1. The named plaintiffs lacked interest-injury standing to sue Lithia Hyundai and Lithia Chevrolet because
the complaint did not allege that any named plaintiff was injured by either dealership. Without standing,
the complaint also failed to state a claim against those defendants, so dismissal under Rules 12(b)(1) and
12(b)(6) was proper.

2. The juridical-link doctrine does not confer standing against defendants with whom the named plaintiffs
had no dealings. The doctrine concerns class-certification issues such as typicality and adequacy, not the
threshold requirement that named plaintiffs personally demonstrate injury.

3. The superior court did not err by addressing standing before class certification. Standing is a threshold
inquiry and an inherent prerequisite to determining whether a plaintiff may represent a class.

4. The superior court abused its discretion by entering partial final judgment under Civil Rule 54(b)
without a showing of hardship or another valid reason for immediate judgment and without allowing the
consumers an opportunity to amend their complaint to add class representatives with standing.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“That a suit may be a class action... adds nothing to the question of standing, for even named plaintiffs who
represent a class "must allege and show that they personally have been injured, not that injury has been



suffered by other, unidentified members of the class to which they belong and which they purport to
represent."” (1220)

“Because individual standing requirements constitute a threshold inquiry, the proper procedure when the
class plaintiff lacks individual standing is to dismiss the complaint, not to deny the class for inadequate
representation.” (1222)

“The finding should not be made simply because counsel request it. There should be some danger of actual
hardship caused by delay in entry of final judgment.” (1223)

“Because the consumers indicated their intent to amend their complaint and add class representatives with
standing against Lithia Hyundai and Lithia Chevrolet, and because the dealerships did not show hardship or
any other valid reason for final judgment, it was an abuse of discretion for the court to find that there was no
just reason for delay and to enter partial final judgment under Rule 54(b).” (1225)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

The consumers alleged that Lithia dealerships failed to disclose used vehicles' accident, repair, purchase, and
foreign-manufacture histories as required by Alaska statutes. The named plaintiffs alleged purchases from Lithia
Chrysler and Lithia Dodge, but the complaint did not allege that any named plaintiff purchased a vehicle from
Lithia Hyundai or Lithia Chevrolet or was injured by those dealerships. After dismissal, the consumers sought to
amend the complaint to add representatives who allegedly purchased vehicles from the dismissed dealerships
without receiving required disclosures.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Consumers filed a putative class action alleging that Lithia dealerships violated Alaska vehicle-disclosure and
consumer-protection statutes. The superior court dismissed claims against Lithia Hyundai and Lithia Chevrolet
for lack of standing and failure to state a claim, later entered partial final judgment under Civil Rule 54(b), and
denied reconsideration after the consumers sought to amend the complaint to add representatives who had
purchased vehicles from the dismissed dealerships. The Alaska Supreme Court affirmed the dismissal ruling but
reversed the entry of partial final judgment and remanded.

DISPOSITION

reversed_and_remanded

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

Remand to the superior court to permit amendment of the complaint with new class representatives who
purchased used vehicles from Lithia Chevrolet and Lithia Hyundai but did not receive statutorily required
disclosures.
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