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49. As to "(2) an evaluation of the risk to motor vehicle safety reasonably
related to the defect or noncompliance,” the notice, rather {han stating the true risk,
contains horribly dangerous instructions about the risk. It falsely implies that the risk is
avoidable or controllable by taking steps that are terribly dangerous, and add to ;[he risk.
It falsely and strongly implies that if the safety risk of the defect occurs, namely sudden
acecleration, the car can still be safe, can safely be stopped at the side of the road. That is
dangerously misleading. It is the opposite of a truthful "evaluation of the risk to motor

vehicle safety."

50.  As to items (3), {(4) or (5), the notice states that this infoffilation will be
given in a later notice, and it {ails to indicate how much later. The Act does not provide
that some of the information required by section 30119 can be given in one notice, and
some in a later notice. It provides that all the information is to be in a single notice. The
Act does provide for a second notice, but not for the purposes Toyota is using it. Section

30119(e) provides as follows for a second notice:

{e) Second Notification.-1f the Secretary decides that a rotification sent by
a manufacturer under this section has not resulted in an adequate number of
motor vehieles or items of replacement equipment being returned for
remedy, the Secretary may order the manufactured to send a 2d [sie]
notification in the way the Secretary prescribes by regulation.”
Toyota violates the Act by not including all the section 36119 information in its notice,
and by using a seeond notice for a different purpose.

51. Toyota’s advisory is misleading, for the following reasons, among others:

a. By suggesting that only a trapped floor mat can cause a loss of
throttle and braking control, it lures owners of models with no
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