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W] Upon information and belief, during 2008, Defendants were aware that the
Toyota organization engaged in a repait campaign for European vehicles suffering from
SUA, yet Defendants intentionally and recklessly failed to warn American consumers of
the defect. During 2009, when (he SUA problems became more frequent and the subject
of substantial publicity, Defendants issued public statements designed to minimize publie
knowledge of the SUA defect and to misreﬁresent to current and prospective purchasers
and lessees the true cause of the defect as part of their contimuing scheme to defraud
Plaintiff and the proposed class in an effort to minimize any recall a.nd‘its effect on
profits. Initially, in the fall of 2009, Defendants falsely alleged that the cause of the SUA
defect was floor mats and offered to replace floor mats in certain vehicles. Defendants
knew that only a small percentage of those notified would actually bring their vehicles in
to replace floormats. As late as November 2009, Defendants insisted that “there is no
evidence to support” any other cause for thc defect, a statement that NHTSA later
determined was “misleading and inaccurate.”

6. In early 2010, Defendants falsely represented that many of its vehicles
suffered from sticking accelerator pedals and condu¢ted a recall programi to physically
modify the accelerators. Defendants have known about (he repair of acceleralor
modification to allegedly eorrect SUA since at least 2006, when they modified the
accclerator of a 2005 Toyota Camry at a dealership in Cincinnati, Ohio. At that time, they
intentionally and recklessly failed to recall similarly-affected vehicles. Through the fall of
2009, more than 2,000 complaints of unintended acceicration were made regarding

Toyota vehicles and Toyota was the subject of multiple investigations by the federal
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