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Fairway argues that the Court should strike Ms.
Tinsley's request for civil penalties under the CPA
because civil penalties are not available to private
litigants under the CPA and CAA. (Dkt. No. 7 at 5.)
Fairway is correct. Stigall v. Courtesy Chevrolet-Pontiac,
Inc., 15 Wn. App. 739, 551 P.2d 763, 764-65 (Wash. Ct.
App. 1976). Therefore, the Court STRIKES Ms.
Tinsley's request for civil penalties under the CPA.

IV. CONCLUSION

For the foregoing reasons, the Court GRANTS in part
and DENIES in part Fairway's motion to dismiss. (Dkt.
No. 5.) The Court STRIKES Ms. Tinsley's request for
civil penalties with prejudice and for injunctive relief
without prejudice. Ms. Tinsley may amend the complaint
to address the deficiencies with her request for
injunctive relief within 14 days of the date of this order.

DATED this 29th day of April 2021.
/s/ John C. Coughenour

John C. Coughenour

UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE
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