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iii.  Did Toyota violate section 30119 because the notice falsely implies
that the risk is avoidable or controllable by taking steps that are dangerous, and
add to the risk?

iv.  Did Toyota violate section 30119 because the notice falsely and
strongly implies that if the safety risk of the defect occurs, namely sudden
acceleration, the car can still be safe, and can safely be stopped at the side of the
road?

V. Did Toyota violate section 30119 because the notice is dan gerously
misleading and is the opposite of a truthful “evaluation of the risk to motor
vehicle safety”?

vi.  Does the Act require that all the information specified in section
30119 be in a single notice?

vii.  Does the Act require that a second notice can be used only for the
purpose provided in section 30119(e)?

viii. Did Toyota violate section 30119 of the Act by not including in the
notice “(3) the measures to be taken to obtain a remedy of the defect or
noncompliance” and/or by using a second notice to do so, and using a second
notice for a different purpose other than provided for in section 30119(e)?

ix.  Did Toyota violate section 30119 of the Act by not including in the
notice “(4) a statement that the manufacturer giving notice will remedy the defect
or noncompliance without charge under section 30120 of this title” and/or by
using a second notice to do so, and using a second notice for a different purpose
other than permitted by section 30119(e)?

X. Did Toyota violate section 30119 of the Act by not including in the
notice “(5) the earliest date on which the defect or noncompliance will be
remedied without charge, and for tires, the period during which the defect or
noncompliance will be remedied without charge under section 30120 and/or by

using a second notice to do so, and using a second notice for a different purpose
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