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Plaintiffs Ligia Hernandez and Alfred Kahn bring this Class Action Complaint, and allege 

upon personal knowledge as to themselves and their own acts and experiences, and upon 

information and belief as to all other matters, including investigation conducted by their attorneys, 

as follows: 

NATURE OF THE CASE 

1. This action seeks to redress the deceptive and unconscionable commercial practices 

of defendant ADS Environmental, Inc. and certain of its corporate officers, employees, and other 
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agents including defendants Paula Mininni and David Mininni (collectively, “Defendants”), who 

have caused thousands of New Jersey consumers to be charged excessive fees for oil tank removal, 

remediation, and related services. 

2. Specifically, Defendants employed deceptively written proposals to obligate 

customers to pay surprise charges and hidden fees. Each proposal contains a price term in large, 

bold text, which appears to the reasonable consumer to be the contract price. Further reinforcing 

this appearance is a payment schedule requiring the customer to pay a deposit expressly calculated 

as 50% of the bolded price term, with the remainder due the day work is performed. 

3. Only after work is completed do Defendants disclose the “actual” price for their 

work, by sending customers invoices that exceed the apparent contract price by as much as 

thousands of dollars—and often double or triple the proposal amount. 

4. Defendants inflated their charges using contract terms that were hidden, not clearly 

disclosed as applicable to the customer’s situation, and/or deceptively worded. Some of the 

contract terms were provided for only in very fine print, hidden among non-price terms and terms 

not applicable to the customer’s situation, and buried in a “Notes” section below the customer’s 

signature line. 

5. Some of Defendants’ inflated charges were based on multiple days and days of 

more than 8 hours, contrary to the proposal’s representation that the cost was based on a single 

day of work and a “day” meant “8 hours minimum,” not maximum. Other inflated charges were 

based on personnel or equipment that were not used for the durations stated on the invoice or not 

used at all. Some were based on a combination of these. 

6. Defendants’ actions were deceptive, unconscionable, and unlawful under New 

Jersey’s Consumer Fraud Act, N.J.S.A. 56:8-1 et seq. (“CFA”). 
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7. Defendants’ actions also constitute violations of certain CFA regulations designed 

to protect customers of home improvement contractors, including those found in N.J.A.C. 13:45A-

16.2. 

8. Because oil tanks are frequently found in older homes that have not recently 

changed ownership, many of Defendants’ customers—including Plaintiffs here—are senior 

citizens (residents 60 years old or over, N.J.S.A. 56:8-1(f)), who due to their heightened 

vulnerability are afforded additional protection under the CFA. E.g., N.J.S.A. 56:8-14.3 (additional 

penalties for CFA violations against senior citizens). 

9. This misconduct is especially serious because the State of New Jersey has 

intentionally limited direct oversight in this industry to allow contractors such as Defendants to 

perform services efficiently. In doing so, the State placed on those contractors the responsibility 

to safeguard consumers through various protective measures, including mandatory disclosures in 

the contractors’ agreements. Critically for this case, those disclosures include the maximum price 

that cannot be exceeded without a written amendment to the contract. 

10. Defendants’ failure to comply with multiple consumer protection requirements has 

resulted in unlawful contracts each and every time they led a customer to sign one of their 

misleading proposals. In total, Defendants have unlawfully overcharged thousands of New Jersey 

residents in an aggregate amount estimated to be in the millions of dollars. 

PARTIES, VENUE,  & NEW JERSEY CONSUMER FRAUD NOTIFICATION 

11. Plaintiff Ligia Hernandez (“Ms. Hernandez”) is an individual residing in Paterson, 

New Jersey, in the County of Passaic. 

12. Plaintiff Alfred Kahn (“Mr. Kahn”) is an individual residing in Lawrence 

Township, New Jersey, in the County of Mercer. 
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13.  ADS Environmental, Inc. (“ADS”) is, on information and belief, a New Jersey 

corporation that conducts business throughout many counties in New Jersey. 

14. ADS, according to its website, operates in at least 13 New Jersey counties: “We 

serve clients throughout the New Jersey counties of Warren, Passaic, Bergen, Morris, Union, 

Essex, Hudson, Hunterdon, Somerset, Middlesex, Monmouth, Mercer, and Sussex.” Id., “Who We 

Serve,” available online at https://adsenvironmental.net/about-who-we-serve.php (last visited 

Nov. 5, 2025). 

15. Venue is proper in Essex County under R. 4:3-2(a)(3) because ADS, a business 

entity, “shall be deemed to reside” for venue purposes “in any county in which it is actually doing 

business.”  R. 4:3-2(b). 

16. Upon information and belief, Defendants have substantial business activities in 

Essex County and the State of New Jersey. 

17. Paula Mininni (“P. Mininni”) is, on information and belief, ADS’s president. 

18. David Mininni (“D. Mininni”) is, on information and belief, ADS’s project 

manager. 

19. The true names and capacities, whether individuals, entities, or otherwise, of the 

defendants named as John Does 1-10 and ABC Companies 1-10, are unknown to Plaintiffs and the 

putative Class who, therefore, sue those defendants by such fictitious names. Plaintiffs and the 

putative Class are informed and believe and thereon allege that each of the defendants sued herein 

as John Does 1-10 and ABC Companies 1-10 are and were the agents and/or employees of one or 

more other defendants and were at all relevant times acting within the course and scope of such 

agency and employment, and/or are legally responsible in some manner for the events and 

happenings herein referred to and caused injuries and damages proximately thereby to Plaintiffs 
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and the putative Class as alleged herein. Plaintiffs will seek to amend this Complaint to name the 

true names and capacities of such defendants when ascertained. 

20. In accordance with N.J.S.A. 56:8-20, a copy of this Complaint will be sent to the 

New Jersey Attorney General, who shall be permitted to intervene or to appear in any status 

appropriate to the matter. 

FACTUAL ALLEGATIONS 

The History and Regulation of Residential Fuel Oil Tanks in New Jersey. 

21. Many New Jersey homes have historically relied on on-site fuel oil tanks for 

heating. These tanks were often buried underground (underground storage tanks, or “USTs”), or 

installed partially underground, above ground, or in a basement. In recent years, New Jersey 

homeowners have been removing these tanks in great numbers. One major reason is the 

widespread conversion from oil heat to natural gas and other energy sources, which renders the 

old tanks obsolete. Real estate transactions have also driven tank removal. Buyers, mortgage 

lenders, and insurance companies often insist on the removal of old and abandoned oil tanks in 

order to avoid future liability. Consequently, tanks are frequently removed as part of the sale 

process. 

22. Oil tanks present environmental concerns. When a tank corrodes and leaks, it can 

release oil into the surrounding soil, potentially contaminating groundwater and well water. Oil 

contamination can poison and kill vegetation and wildlife and can render soil and water unsafe for 

humans. Cleanup of leaked oil can be costly, such as where groundwater must be decontaminated. 

Cleanups can involve excavating and disposing tainted soil, treating water if necessary, and 

verifying that remaining contamination is below New Jersey’s strict standards. 

23. The combination of heating system upgrades, aging and abandoned oil tanks, 
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environmental concerns, and market pressures led to a surge in residential fuel oil tank removals 

and remediations in New Jersey. In November 2007, to assist homeowners by streamlining the 

process and reducing delays, the DEP established the Unregulated Heating Oil Tank (“UHOT”) 

program, which “allows fully-remediated, unregulated1 residential and commercial heating oil 

tanks to move expeditiously through the DEP review process, facilitating real estate transactions 

and promoting economic growth.” New Jersey DEP, “New DEP Program Accelerates Cleanup 

Approval Process,” DEP Focus, Vol. 2, Issue 1 (Spring 2009) available online at 

https://www.nj.gov/dep/focus/depfocus_feature_uhot.htm (last visited Nov. 5, 2025) (footnote 

added). 

24. The UHOT program expedited the removal and remediation of oil tanks by 

reducing DEP oversight and shifting responsibilities to pre-qualified private remediation 

contractors. Prior to UHOT, every leaking oil tank case received direct oversight by DEP case 

managers. Now, UHOT “allows qualified environmental professionals to investigate and 

remediate discharges from Unregulated Heating Oil Tanks, including all residential fuel oil 

underground storage tanks, with limited oversight” by the DEP. New Jersey DEP, “Homeowner’s 

Guide to the Unregulated Heating Oil Tank Program (UHOT),” (updated March 28, 2025), 

available online at https://dep.nj.gov/srp/unregulated/ (last visited Nov. 5, 2025). 

25. For a contractor to qualify to perform the work, it must hold the appropriate DEP 

certifications (such as a Subsurface Evaluation Certification for UST work). The DEP maintains a 

list of certified contractors. 

 
1 Residential and small commercial underground fuel oil tanks are referred to as “unregulated” 

because, “unlike other types of underground storage tank systems, the [DEP] does not oversee 

their installation and operation (although it does certify individuals who perform work on the 

underground systems).” 49 N.J.R. 2055(a), Summary. 
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26. The contractor must certify to the DEP that the tank removal, site investigation, and 

any required soil or groundwater cleanup are performed according to DEP standards. The DEP 

may then issue a No Further Action (NFA) letter (a formal closure document) without a lengthy 

case-by-case review. 

27. In 2008, the DEP adopted consumer protection regulations applicable to certified 

contractors servicing residential fuel oil tanks. 40 N.J.R. 6440(a); 40 N.J.R. 2166(a) (purpose of 

the regulations are to “provide a measure of consumer protection to the owners and operators of 

these tanks”). 

28. The regulations were promulgated in accordance with N.J.S.A. 58:10A-24.3(d), 

which New Jersey had amended in 2006 specifically to provide for additional consumer 

protections: “The certification program for persons who perform services on underground storage 

tanks or on unregulated heating oil tanks shall include standards for pricing, customer service, 

compliance with applicable rules and regulations, adequate submissions to the department, and 

any other standards relevant to the performance, qualifications, and business practices of persons 

or business firms seeking certification.” 

29. One of the adopted regulations, N.J.A.C. 7:14B-16.10, specifically governs 

certified contractors providing services on unregulated heating oil tank systems, and requires that 

the contractor “[e]mploy fair and reasonable pricing and business practices in all of its dealings 

with clients and the Department.” N.J.A.C. 7:14B-16.10(a)(2). 

30. The regulation specifically requires that the contractor use a written contract 

containing the following provisions: 

(1) Clear and detailed descriptions of the work activities to be 

performed; 

(2) Lists of all materials, equipment, tools and other incidentals 

anticipated to be necessary for the execution of the proposed work 
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activities; 

(3) Lists of the number and types of personnel anticipated to be 

necessary for the execution of the proposed work activities; 

(4) The maximum contract price that cannot be exceeded without 

written amendments to the contract; 

(5) Estimated time frames for the completion of the work activities 

listed in the contract; and 

(6) A listing and description of all services in the contract which 

exceed the requirements of applicable local, State or Federal rules 

and regulations. 

N.J.A.C. 7:14B-16.10(b). 

ADS’s Business 

31. ADS is a contractor performing oil tank removal and remediation in the State of 

New Jersey, and is certified by the DEP (Certificate # US436514) for Closure Certification and 

Subsurface Evaluation. 

32. On the main page of its website, ADS states: “ADS Environmental, Inc., specializes 

in oil tank removal – as well as remediation. In fact, we remove a tank a day, on average, and 

we’ve been doing that work, meticulously adhering to environmental laws, since 1991.” ADS 

website, homepage, available online at https://adsenvironmental.net/ (last visited Nov. 5, 2025). 

33. ADS further states on that page: “Our estimates are always free, and we stand by 

our quoted price: ADS Environmental guarantees there will be no surprises and no hidden 

fees.” (Id. (emphasis added)). 

34. On another page of the website titled “Who We Serve,” ADS indicates that the vast 

majority of its work involves residential services for New Jersey customers: “Although we will be 

happy to bid commercial jobs when asked, about 95% of our work is residential. We serve clients 

throughout the New Jersey counties of Warren, Passaic, Bergen, Morris, Union, Essex, Hudson, 
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Hunterdon, Somerset, Middlesex, Monmouth, Mercer, and Sussex.” Id., “Who We Serve,” 

available online at https://adsenvironmental.net/about-who-we-serve.php (last visited Nov. 5, 

2025). 

35. At the bottom of that page, ADS repeats its pricing promise: “Be assured that our 

estimates are always free, and we stand by our quoted price: ADS Environmental guarantees 

there will be no surprises and no hidden fees when the job is done.” Id. (emphasis added). 

Ms. Hernandez’s Experience 

36. Ms. Hernandez is a woman in her 70s residing in a small home located in Paterson, 

New Jersey. 

37. In 2024, Ms. Hernandez sought to have a 550-gallon underground oil tank removed 

from her property. 

38. Ms. Hernandez considered multiple contractors for the work. 

39. Defendants prepared and delivered a proposal to Ms. Hernandez. A true and 

accurate copy of the proposal, dated July 29, 2024, is attached hereto as Exhibit A. 

40. The proposal contained a Scope of Work section stating that ADS would excavate 

the tank, remove sludge and existing oil, clean, remove, and dispose of the tank, and backfill the 

tank void. 

41. Below the Scope of Work was ADS’s price in bold, 12-point font: $2,400.00. 

42. The proposal stated, in bold and italic, 12-point font: “Customer is responsible for 

the cost of the town permit.” 

43. Below the price, the proposal set forth a payment schedule requiring “$1,200.00 

(50%)” due upon signing and the balance due upon completion. 

44. At the top of the next page was a section called “Proposal Acceptance” with 
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signature lines for ADS and Ms. Hernandez. 

45. The proposal was thus designed such that a reasonable consumer would conclude 

that the total cost of the work would be $2,400.00 plus the cost of the town permit. 

46. Ms. Hernandez signed the proposal on or about September 14, 2024 and paid the 

$1,200.00 deposit, plus $36.00 fee, by credit card. 

47. ADS removed the oil tank on or about May 16, 2025. 

48. Upon completion of the work, Defendants charged Ms. Hernandez $2,369.00, 

which Ms. Hernandez paid by credit card that day. A true and accurate copy of the invoice, dated 

May 16, 2025, is attached hereto as Exhibit B. 

49. Defendants thus charged Ms. Hernandez a total of $3,605.00 ($1,236.00 + 

$2,369.00) for the tank removal, not the $2,400.00 stated on the proposal. 

50. Only $70.00 of the increased amount was related to a permit fee. The other charges 

included $125.00 labelled a “pump out fee,” $605.00 based on 550 gallons of oil calculated at 

$1.10-per-gallon, $300.00 for “shrub removals,” and $105.00 as a 3% credit card fee. 

51. None of the additional fee amounts had been clearly disclosed. 

52. Instead, some of the fees had been hidden in fine print, after the signature lines, 

uncaptioned, in a section titled “Notes,” where they were interspersed randomly among 14 terms 

many of which were inapplicable, unrelated to price, or both. 

53. The $300.00 fee for “shrub removal” was not provided for anywhere in the 

proposal. 

54. The same day, Defendants informed Ms. Hernandez that there appeared to be soil 

contamination and that remediation was required. 

55. Before noon on May 16, 2025, the same day Defendants removed the oil tank and 
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reported the contamination, Defendants had already sent a new proposal for remediating the soil 

and credit card authorization form. A true and accurate copy of the second proposal, dated May 

16, 2025, is attached hereto as Exhibit C. 

56. Like the first proposal, the new proposal contained a Scope of Work section. It 

stated that ADS would screen the soil and, if contamination was found, excavate, load, and 

transport the soil to a DEP recycling facility for disposal. 

57. An itemization of prices was set forth on the second page of the proposal under the 

heading “Estimated Costs.” 

58. Many of the prices were stated on a per-day basis. Just above the prices, the 

proposal stated: “This price is based on 1 day (day cost is based on 8 hours minimum port to port),” 

and “Actual field conditions will determine labor, equipment, and time required for the excavation 

of any contaminated soil to be disposed of and any certified backfill required.” 

59. Below the itemized prices was a computation of the total price in bold, 12-point 

font: $6,150.00. 

60. In smaller, italicized print below that price, Defendants’ proposal stated that it 

“does not include disposal of contaminated soil which is required to be loaded, and transported by 

ADS Environmental Inc.,” but did not clearly disclose any additional charges applicable to Ms. 

Hernandez. 

61. Instead, the proposal reinforced the $6,150.00 price by including a payment 

schedule requiring “50% deposit due upon signing proposal ($3,075.00)” and the balance due “the 

day ADS mobilizes to the site.” 

62. At the bottom of the page was a section titled “Proposal Acceptance” with signature 

lines for ADS and Ms. Hernandez. 
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63. The proposal was thus designed such that a reasonable consumer would conclude 

that the cost of the work would be $6,150.00. 

64. Ms. Hernandez did not sign the second proposal. 

65. However, she paid ADS $3,075.00 by credit card for the 50% deposit. 

66. Despite the lack of a signed agreement, ADS scheduled the remediation for May 

27, 2025. 

67. Prior to starting work, the Defendants never informed Ms. Hernandez that there 

would be any applicable fees beyond the $6,150.00 figure. 

68. ADS performed the remediation on or about May 27, 2025, starting between 

approximately 8:00 a.m. and 9:00 a.m. 

69. ADS ceased work partway through the day, after the soil around the tank’s former 

location had been removed and hauled away. 

70. One of ADS’s employees advised that the workers on Ms. Hernandez’s property 

were waiting for clean soil to arrive on the same truck that had hauled away soil from the yard. 

71. After the truck returned, ADS completed work on the property at approximately 

3:00 p.m. 

72. Defendants presented Ms. Hernandez with an invoice for $3,262.26, calculated as 

the remaining 50% of the $6,150.00 price, plus a charge of $187.26 for a credit card fee.  

73. Ms. Hernandez paid the invoice by credit card. 

74. Then, on or about June 2, 2025, ADS’s project manager, D. Mininni, called Ms. 

Hernandez’s son and stated, for the first time, that the actual cost for the work on May 27, 2025 

was approximately $14,570.00, not the $6,150.00 stated on the proposal. 

75. Later that day, ADS’s president, P. Mininni, emailed Ms. Hernandez a new invoice 
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for an additional $8,420.41 over the $6,150.00 (plus credit card fees) already paid. A true and 

accurate copy of the invoice, dated May 27, 2025, is attached hereto as Exhibit D. 

76. None of the additional fee amounts had been clearly disclosed. 

77. Instead, some of the fees had been hidden in fine print, after the signature lines, 

uncaptioned, in a section titled “Notes,” where they were interspersed randomly among 21 terms 

many of which were inapplicable, unrelated to price, or both. 

78. Some of the inflated charges were based on days of more than 8 hours, contrary to 

the proposal’s representation that the cost was based on a single day of work and a “day” meant 

“8 hours minimum,” not maximum. Other inflated charges were based on personnel or equipment 

that were not used for the durations stated on the invoice or not used at all. Some were based on a 

combination of these. 

79. For example, Defendants charged $1,125.00 and $1,250.00 for the use of two tri-

axle trucks for 9 hours and 10 hours, respectively, whereas the proposal did not clearly disclose 

that any such trucks would be necessary for the work, nor did it disclose that they would be charged 

on an hourly basis. Moreover, only one tri-axle truck was used for the work. 

80. The invoices also listed personnel and/or equipment that either were not present for 

the durations stated on the invoice, or at all. 

81. For example, Defendants charged $1,100.00 for “project management” from 

6:30am-4:30pm, whereas the proposal had disclosed a daily rate of $880.00. Moreover, the project 

manager (D. Mininni) was not present during those hours, appearing only briefly at the end of the 

day, if at all. 

Mr. Kahn’s Experience 

82. Mr. Kahn is a man in his 80s residing in a single-family home in Lawrence 
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Township, New Jersey. 

83. In 2025, Mr. Kahn sought to have a 550-gallon underground oil tank removed from 

his property. 

84. Defendants prepared and delivered a proposal to Mr. Kahn. A true and accurate 

copy of the proposal, dated March 25, 2025, is attached hereto as Exhibit E. 

85. The proposal contained a Scope of Work section stating that ADS would remove 

decking as needed, excavate the tank, remove sludge and existing oil, clean, remove, and dispose 

of the tank, and backfill the tank void. 

86. Below the Scope of Work was ADS’s price in bold, 12-point font: $5,800.00. 

87. The proposal stated, in bold and italic, 12-point font: “Customer is responsible for 

the cost of the town permit.” 

88. Below the price, the proposal set forth a payment schedule requiring “$2,900.00 

(50%)” due upon signing and the balance due upon completion. 

89. At the top of the next page was a section called “Proposal Acceptance” with 

signature lines for ADS and Mr. Kahn. 

90. The proposal was thus designed such that a reasonable consumer would conclude 

that the total cost of the work would be $5,800.00 plus the cost of the town permit. 

91. Mr. Kahn signed the proposal on or about March 26, 2025 and paid the $2,900.00 

deposit in cash. 

92. ADS removed the oil tank on or about April 15, 2025. 

93. Upon completion of the work, ADS charged Mr. Kahn $3,600.00, which Mr. Kahn 

paid in cash that day. A true and accurate copy of the invoice, dated April 16, 2025, is attached 

hereto as Exhibit F. 
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94. As a result, ADS charged Mr. Kahn a total of $6,500.00 for the tank removal, not 

the $5,800.00 stated on the proposal. 

95. Only $80.00 of the increased amount was related to a permit fee. The other charges 

included $125.00 labelled a “pump out fee,” $429.00 based on 390 gallons of oil calculated at 

$1.10-per-gallon, and an unspecified additional charge of $66.00. 

96. None of these additional fee amounts were clearly disclosed in the proposal. 

97. Instead, some of the fees had been hidden in fine print, after the signature lines, 

uncaptioned, in a section titled “Notes,” where they were interspersed randomly among 13 terms 

many of which were inapplicable, unrelated to price, or both. 

98. The same day, Defendants informed Mr. Kahn that there appeared to be soil 

contamination and that remediation was required. 

99. Defendants provided Mr. Kahn with a proposal for remediating the soil. A true and 

accurate copy of the proposal, dated April 15, 2025, is attached hereto as Exhibit G. 

100. Like the first proposal, this proposal contained a Scope of Work section. It stated 

that ADS would screen the soil and, if contamination was found, excavate, load, and transport the 

soil to a DEP recycling facility for disposal. 

101. An itemization of prices was set forth on the second page of the proposal under the 

heading “Estimated Costs.” 

102. Many of the prices were stated on a per-day basis. Just above the prices, the 

proposal stated: “This price is based on 1 day (day cost is based on 8 hours minimum port to port),” 

and “Actual field conditions will determine labor, equipment, and time required for the excavation 

of any contaminated soil to be disposed of and any certified backfill required.” 

103. Below the itemized prices was a computation of the total price in bold, 12-point 
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font: $6,150.00. 

104. In smaller, italicized print below that price, Defendants’ proposal stated that it 

“does not include disposal of contaminated soil which is required to be loaded, and transported by 

ADS Environmental Inc.,” but did not clearly disclose any additional charges applicable to Mr. 

Kahn. 

105. Instead, the proposal reinforced the $6,150.00 price by including a payment 

schedule requiring “50% deposit due upon signing proposal ($3,075.00)” and the balance due “the 

day ADS mobilizes to the site.” 

106. At the bottom of the page was a section titled “Proposal Acceptance” with signature 

lines for ADS and Mr. Kahn. 

107. The proposal was thus designed such that a reasonable consumer would conclude 

that the cost of the work would be $6,150.00. 

108. On or about April 15, 2025, Mr. Kahn signed the proposal and paid the $3,075.00 

deposit by check. 

109. Prior to starting work, the Defendants never informed Mr. Kahn that there would 

be any fees applicable to his remediation beyond the $6,150.00 figure. 

110. ADS performed the remediation on or about April 30, 2025 and May 1, 2025. 

111. Defendants presented Mr. Kahn with an invoice for $3,075.00, calculated as the 

remaining 50% of the $6,150.00 price. A true and accurate copy of the invoice, dated April 30, 

2025, is attached hereto as Exhibit H. 

112. Mr. Kahn paid the invoice by check. 

113. Then, on or about June 17, 2025, ADS’s project manager, D. Mininni, went to Mr. 

Kahn’s home and stated, for the first time, that the actual cost for the work on April 30 and May 
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1, 2025 was $24,216.16, not the $6,150.00 stated on the proposal. 

114. D. Mininni presented Mr. Kahn with two new invoices, dated April 30 and May 1, 

2025, for, respectively, an additional $9,490.93 and $8,575.23—a total of $18,066.16 over the 

$6,150.00 already paid. True and accurate copies of those invoices are attached hereto as, 

respectively, Exhibits I and J. 

115. None of the additional fee amounts had been clearly disclosed. 

116. Instead, some of the fees had been hidden in fine print, after the signature lines, 

uncaptioned, in a section titled “Notes,” where they were interspersed randomly among 21 terms 

many of which were inapplicable, unrelated to price, or both. 

117. Some of the inflated charges were based on multiple days of more than 8 hours 

each, contrary to the proposal’s representation that the cost was based on a single day of work and 

a “day” meant “8 hours minimum,” not maximum. Other inflated charges were based on personnel 

or equipment that were not used for the durations stated on the invoice or not used at all. Some 

were based on a combination of these. 

118. For example, Defendants charged $1,312.50 and $1,500.00 for the use of two tri-

axle trucks for 10.5 hours and 12 hours, respectively, whereas the proposal did not clearly disclose 

that any such trucks would be necessary for the work, nor did it disclose that they would be charged 

on an hourly basis. 

119. The invoices also listed personnel and/or equipment that either were not present for 

the durations stated on the invoice, or at all. 

120. For example, Defendants charged $1,155.00 for “project management” from 

6:00am-4:30pm, whereas the proposal had disclosed a daily rate of $880.00. Moreover, the project 

manager (D. Mininni) was not present during those hours, appearing only briefly if at all. 
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CLASS ACTION ALLEGATIONS 

121. Each Plaintiff brings this action on his or her own behalf and, pursuant to R. 4:32-

1(b)(2) and (b)(3), on behalf of a class of all New Jersey customers of ADS who were charged for 

the removal of an unregulated residential and commercial heating oil tank, and/or any related 

remediation, from October 2019 to the present (the “Class” or “Class Members”). 

122. Excluded from the Class are Defendants; their parents, subsidiaries, and affiliates; 

any entity in which Defendants has or had a controlling interest, or which Defendants otherwise 

control or controlled; and any officer, director, legal representative, predecessor, successor, or 

assignee of Defendants. 

123. This action is brought as a class action for the following reasons: 

a. The Class consists of thousands of persons and are therefore so numerous that 

joinder of all members, whether otherwise required or permitted, is 

impracticable; 

b. There are questions of law or fact common to the Classes that predominate over 

any questions affecting only individual members, including: 

i. whether Defendants’ proposals failed to include terms required under 

N.J.A.C. 7:14B-16.10(b), including the maximum price that could be 

charged without a written amendment; 

ii. whether Defendants’ proposals set forth a single, bolded price term and 

payment schedule likely to confuse consumers into thinking that it was 

the actual price that would be charged; 

iii. whether Defendants violated New Jersey’s Consumer Fraud Act, 

N.J.S.A. 56:8-1 et seq.; 
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iv. whether Defendants violated New Jersey’s Truth-in-Consumer 

Contract, Warranty and Notice Act, N.J.S.A. 56:12-14 et seq.; 

v. whether ADS is liable for breach of contract and/or breach of the 

implied covenant of good faith and fair dealing; 

vi. whether Defendants are liable for unjust enrichment; 

vii. whether Plaintiffs and the Class have sustained damages and, if so, the 

proper measure thereof; and 

viii. whether Defendants should be enjoined from entering into agreements 

lacking terms required by the laws set forth above. 

c. The claims asserted by Plaintiffs are typical of the claims of Class Members. 

d. Plaintiffs will fairly and adequately protect the interests of the Class, and 

Plaintiffs have retained attorneys experienced in class and complex litigation, 

including class litigation involving consumer protection and consumer energy 

contracts; 

e. Prosecuting separate actions by individual Class Members would create a risk 

of inconsistent or varying adjudications with respect to individual Class 

Members that would establish incompatible standards of conduct for 

Defendants; 

f. Defendants have acted on grounds that apply generally to the Class by entering 

into unlawful agreements as set forth herein; 

g. A class action is superior to other available methods for the fair and efficient 

adjudication of the controversy, for at least the following reasons: 

i. Absent a class action, as a practical matter Class Members will be 
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unable to obtain redress, Defendants’ violations of their legal 

obligations will continue without remedy, additional consumers will be 

harmed, and Defendants will continue to retain their ill-gotten gains; 

ii. It would be a substantial hardship for most individual Class Members if 

they were forced to prosecute individual actions; 

iii. When the liability of Defendants has been adjudicated, the Court will 

be able to determine the claims of all Class Members; 

iv. A class action will permit an orderly and expeditious administration of 

Classes claims, foster economies of time, effort, and expense and ensure 

uniformity of decisions; 

v. The lawsuit presents no difficulties that would impede its management 

by the Court as a class action; and 

vi. Defendants have acted on grounds generally applicable to Class 

Members, making class-wide monetary and injunctive relief 

appropriate. 

FIRST COUNT 

(Violation of the New Jersey Consumer Fraud Act, N.J.S.A. 56:8-1 et seq.) 

124. The preceding allegations are repeated and realleged if fully set forth herein. 

125. The New Jersey Consumer Fraud Act (“CFA”) declares as an unlawful practice 

“[t]he act, use or employment by any person of any commercial practice that is unconscionable or 

abusive, deception, fraud, false pretense, false promise, misrepresentation . . . in connection with 

the sale or advertisement of any merchandise . . . .” N.J.S.A. 56:8-2. 

126. The CFA defines “merchandise” broadly to include services or anything offered, 

directly or indirectly, to the public for sale.  N.J.S.A. 56:8-1(c). 
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127. The CFA applies to ADS as well as those agents, employees, salespersons, partners, 

officers, directors, members, stockholders, and associates acting on ADS’s behalf. 

128. The CFA provides a private right of action for treble damages and reasonable 

attorneys’ fees, filing fees and costs. N.J.S.A. 56:8-19. 

129. The CFA is implemented through regulations including Title 13, Chapter 45A, 

Subchapter 16, which applies to all sellers as defined in N.J.A.C. 13:45A-16.1A and to all home 

improvement contractors as defined in N.J.A.C. 13:45A-17.2 whether or not they are exempt from 

the provisions of N.J.A.C. 13:45A-17. 

130. Each of the Plaintiffs and other Class Members are persons under N.J.S.A. 56:8-

1(d). 

131. Each Defendant is a person under N.J.S.A. 56:8-1(d), a seller under N.J.A.C. 

13:45A-16.1A, and a home improvement contractor under N.J.A.C. 13:45A-17.2. 

132. ADS is a registered New Jersey Home Improvement Contractor, License 

#13VH00347300. 

133. ADS is a New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection Certified 

Contractor, License #US436514. 

134. The proposals utilized by Defendants as described herein are home improvement 

contracts under N.J.A.C. 13:45A-16.1A. 

135. The proposals utilized by Defendants as described herein are written contracts 

under N.J.A.C. 7:14B-16.10(b). 

136. Defendants engaged in the acts described in the following paragraphs, each of 

which constitutes an unconscionable and abusive practice, deception, fraud, false pretense, false 

promise, and misrepresentation, in connection with their sale and advertisement of their services 

                                                                                                                                                                                               ESX-L-008543-25   11/05/2025 10:13:39 PM   Pg 21 of 28   Trans ID: LCV20253016227 



22 

to Plaintiffs and the other Class Members. 

137. Defendants failed to set forth in their proposals a total price or clearly stated hourly 

rate to be paid, as required by N.J.A.C. 13:45A-16.2(a)(12)(iii). 

138. Defendants failed to set forth in their proposals a description of the work to be done 

and the principal products and materials to be used in performance of the contract, as required by 

N.J.A.C. 13:45A-16.2(a)(12)(ii). 

139. Defendants failed to set forth in their proposals the dates or time period on or within 

which the work is to begin and be completed, as required by N.J.A.C. 13:45A-16.2(a)(12)(iv). 

140. Defendants failed to set forth in their proposals a maximum contract price that 

cannot be exceeded without written amendments, as required by N.J.A.C. 7:14B-16.10(b)(4). 

141. Defendants failed to set forth in their proposals clear and detailed descriptions of 

the work activities to be performed, as required by N.J.A.C. 7:14B-16.10(b)(1). 

142. Defendants failed to set forth in their proposals lists of all materials, equipment, 

tools and other incidentals anticipated to be necessary for the execution of the proposed work 

activities, as required by N.J.A.C. 7:14B-16.10(b)(2). 

143. Defendants failed to set forth in their proposals lists of the number and types of 

personnel anticipated to be necessary for the execution of the proposed work activities, as required 

by N.J.A.C. 7:14B-16.10(b)(3). 

144. Defendants failed to set forth in their proposals estimated time frames for the 

completion of the work activities listed in the contract, as required by N.J.A.C. 7:14B-16.10(b)(5). 

145. Defendants failed to set forth in their proposals a listing and description of all 

services in the contract which exceed the requirements of applicable local, State or Federal rules 

and regulations, as required by N.J.A.C. 7:14B-16.10(b)(6). 
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146. Defendants included many hidden charges in their proposals by excluding them 

from the calculation of the price above where the customer signs, instead placing them below the 

signature lines, in small type, in a section titled “Notes,” a block of text containing numerous 

separate items with no headers. 

147. Defendants employed in their contracts confusing language, fine print, and 

disorganized, uncaptioned terms, contrary to the guidelines of the New Jersey Plain Language Act, 

N.J.S.A. 56:12-1 et seq., further demonstrating the deceptiveness and unconscionability of 

Defendants’ practices. 

148. By failing to include the above information in their proposals, Defendants failed to 

provide Plaintiffs and the other Class Members with adequate notice of the anticipated costs. 

149. Worse, Defendants provided Plaintiffs and the other Class Members with a cost 

figure that was far below the actual amount Defendants would ultimately charge. 

150. Defendants then issued surprise invoices to Plaintiffs and the other Class Members 

that included the hidden or inadequately disclosed charges, and demanding payment for those 

additional amounts. 

151. As ADS’s president, Defendant P. Mininni acted on ADS’s behalf in the conduct 

set forth above and including, on information and belief, the creation of ADS’s policies with 

respect to proposals and invoicing, the approval of ADS’s form proposals and invoices, the 

preparation of ADS’s proposals and invoices, and the collection of payments for ADS’s invoices. 

152. As ADS’s project manager, Defendant D. Mininni acted on ADS’s behalf in the 

conduct set forth above and including, on information and belief, the creation of ADS’s policies 

with respect to proposals and invoicing, the approval of ADS’s form proposals and invoices, the 

preparation of ADS’s proposals and invoices, and the collection of payments for ADS’s invoices. 
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153. As a result of Defendants’ conduct, Plaintiffs and the other Class Members were 

damaged. 

SECOND COUNT 

(Violation of the New Jersey Truth-in-Consumer Contract, Warranty and Notice Act, 

N.J.S.A. 56:12-14 et seq.) 

154. The preceding allegations are repeated and realleged if fully set forth herein. 

155. The New Jersey Truth-in-Consumer Contract, Warranty and Notice Act 

(“TCCWNA”) makes it a violation for a seller to “offer to any consumer or prospective consumer 

or enter into any written consumer contract . . . which includes any provision that violates any 

clearly established legal right of a consumer or responsibility of a seller.” N.J.S.A. 56:12-15. 

156. The purpose of the TCCWNA is “to prevent deceptive practices in consumer 

contracts.” Kent Motor Cars, Inc. v. Reynolds & Reynolds Co., 207 N.J. 428, 457 (2011). 

157. The TCCWNA provides a private right of action for a civil penalty of $100.00 or 

for actual damages, or both at the election of the consumer, together with reasonable attorneys’ 

fees and court costs. N.J.S.A. 56:12-17. 

158. The rights, remedies, and prohibitions under the TCCWNA are in addition to and 

cumulative of any other rights, remedies, and prohibitions provided under other laws. N.J.S.A. 

56:12-18. 

159. Defendants are sellers within the meaning of the TCCWNA. 

160. Defendants’ proposals were consumer contracts entered into by Defendants and 

Plaintiffs and the other Class Members within the meaning of the TCCWNA. 

161. As described in detail herein, the Defendants’ consumer contracts contained 

provisions, including hidden price terms and other terms that precluded any maximum contract 

price, that violated clear established legal rights of Plaintiffs and the other Class Members under 

N.J.A.C. 7:14B-16.10(b) and other laws. 
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162. Defendants’ consumer contracts also contained confusing language, fine print, and 

disorganized, uncaptioned terms, contrary to the guidelines of the New Jersey Plain Language Act, 

N.J.S.A. 56:12-1 et seq. 

163. Plaintiffs and the other Class Members are aggrieved consumers within the 

meaning of the TCCWNA because the Defendants overcharged them based on the unlawful 

consumer contracts. 

164. As a result of Defendants’ conduct, Plaintiffs and the other Class Members were 

damaged. 

THIRD COUNT 

(Breach of Contract, as to ADS only) 

165. The preceding allegations are repeated and realleged if fully set forth herein. 

166. ADS’s proposals constitute valid contracts between ADS and the Plaintiffs and the 

other Class Members. 

167. Plaintiffs and the other Class Members fulfilled their obligations under the 

contracts. 

168. ADS breached the contracts by charging more than the agreed-to prices, for services 

not provided, and for items ADS failed to sufficiently disclose, as set forth at length above. 

169. As a result, Plaintiffs and the other Class Members were damaged. 

FOURTH COUNT 

(Breach of the Implied Covenant of Good Faith and Fair Dealing, as to ADS only) 

170. The preceding allegations are repeated and realleged if fully set forth herein. 

171. In every contract there is an implied covenant of good faith and fair dealing. 

172. ADS’s conduct set forth above constitutes a breach of the implied covenant. 

173. As a result of Defendants’ conduct, Plaintiffs and the other Class Members were 

damaged. 
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FIFTH COUNT 

(Unjust Enrichment) 

174. The preceding allegations are repeated and realleged if fully set forth herein. 

175. The doctrine of unjust enrichment arises from the equitable principle that persons 

may not enrich themselves unjustly at another’s expense. 

176. Plaintiffs and the other Class Members conferred a benefit on Defendants by 

making excessive payments to them. 

177. Defendants’ retention of the excessive payments would be inequitable under the 

circumstances. 

178. As a result, Plaintiffs and the other Class Members were damaged. 

WHEREFORE Plaintiffs, individually and on behalf of all other similarly situated, 

demands judgment against Defendants as follows: 

A. Certifying this case as a class action on behalf of the Class defined above, 

appointing Plaintiffs Ligia Hernandez and Alfred Kahn as representatives of the Class, and 

appointing their counsel as Class Counsel; 

B. Declaring that Defendants’ actions, as described above, constitutes (i) violations of 

the New Jersey Consumer Fraud Act, (ii) violations of the New Jersey Truth-in-Consumer 

Contract, Warranty and Notice Act, (iii) violations of DEP consumer protection regulations, and 

(iv) violations of the Plain Language Act; 

C. Awarding injunctive and other equitable relief as is necessary to protect the 

interests of the Class and prevent further harmful conduct by Defendants, including an order 

prohibiting Defendants from engaging in the wrongful and unlawful acts described herein; 

D. Awarding damages to Plaintiffs and the Class in an amount to be determined at 

trial, including treble damages under the CFA, a civil penalty of not less than $100.00 or actual 
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damages, or both, under the TCCWNA; 

E. Awarding restitution to Plaintiffs and the Class in an amount to be determined at 

trial; 

F. Awarding Plaintiffs and the Class their reasonable litigation expenses and 

attorneys’ fees; 

G. Awarding Plaintiffs and the Class pre- and post-judgment interest, to the extent 

allowable; and 

H. Awarding such other and further relief as equity and justice may require. 

 

JURY DEMAND 

Plaintiffs request a trial by jury for all claims that can be so tried. 

 

RULE 4:5-1 CERTIFICATION 

The undersigned hereby certifies that, to the best of my personal knowledge and as advised 

by Plaintiffs, the matter in controversy is not the subject of any other action pending in any court 

or of a pending arbitration proceeding, other than the following matters: 

• A.D.S. Environmental, Inc. v. Ligia Hernandez, Docket No. WRN-L-000291-25, in 

the Superior Court of New Jersey, Law Division, Warren County. The parties in 

that matter are A.D.S. Environmental, Inc. and Ligia Hernandez. Ms. Hernandez 

has not appeared in that matter as of the date of this Complaint. 

• A.D.S. Environmental, Inc. v. Alfred Kahn, Docket No. WRN-L-000303-25, in the 

Superior Court of New Jersey, Law Division, Warren County. The parties in that 

matter are A.D.S. Environmental, Inc., Alfred Kahn, and Patricia Kahn. Mr. Kahn 

and Ms. Kahn have not appeared in that matter as of the date of this Complaint. 

Plaintiffs reserve the right to assert claims against additional persons and entities if and 

when discovery reveals sufficient facts to assert such claims. Otherwise, Plaintiffs are unaware of 

any other parties who should be joined in the action pursuant to Rule 4:28 or who is subject to 
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joinder pursuant to Rule 4:29-1(b). 

 

CERTIFICATION OF COMPLIANCE WITH RULE 1:38-7(c) 

I certify that confidential personal identifiers have been redacted from documents now 

submitted to the court, and will be redacted from all documents submitted in the future in 

accordance with Rule 1:38-7(b). 

 

DESIGNATION OF TRIAL COUNSEL PURSUANT TO LOCAL RULE 4:24-4 

Jesse C. Morris is hereby designated as trial counsel on behalf of Plaintiffs and the proposed 

Class in this matter. 

 MORRIS LAW 

Dated: November 5, 2025 By: s/ Jesse C. Morris  

 Jesse C. Morris 

 101 Memorial Pkwy 

 Bloomfield, NJ 07003 

 jesse@morrislawyer.com 

 T: 862-391-9566 

 F: 862-362-2203 

 

 MINTZ & GEFTIC LLC 

 By: s/ Bryan H. Mintz  

 Bryan H. Mintz 

 618 Newark Ave 

 Elizabeth, NJ 07208 

 bmintz@mglawfirm.net 

 T: 908-352-2323 

 Attorneys for Plaintiffs 
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