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PHOTOGRAPH 11: ‘ .
The decorative spindles can also serve as an identification. The spindle is 3-3/4
high by % inches wide in the middle.

PHOTOGRAPH 12: ’ ‘
The changing surface of the table has a safety belt. The belt snaps into a
corresponding part on the right-hand rail (possibly also on the left).

990914CAA34T9
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- - PHOTOGRAPH 13: - - S
The belt has a safety waming on it.
PHOTOGRAPH 14: . . ’
. Close-up of the printing.
o 990914CAA3479
. : : ‘ , : 58 -
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MULTNOMAH COUNTY MEDICAL EXAMINER’S OFFICE REPUR I FURM /'
301 N.E. Knall SL., Portiand, Cregon 87212 Phone 503-248-3746 ._/
B9 DB‘J&@

Deputy Madical Examiner: w Date: _03-05-89 Case #: h—-———;—e—s !
y

‘ Arrived
Case Reported: Date: ___ March 05, 1989 Time: 18:20 at Scane: 18:42 ﬂq}? Vi
Cause of Delay, if any: P ) %E; R
XGF T, e
Notified; YES NO___ ®X

A. DECEDENT DATA:

Age: os. Days. DOB: _10-17-1987

Name:
Sex:M_ XX _F ‘85 # Other #s
) Marital
Race: White _¥XX___ Black Indian Asian __ Hispanic Status: @w wDo
Occupation: Employed b)lr: r:rg—sd-xcolm_ge Unemployed
Job Title : ‘ Retired ——
A T Y ape —_ FPortland Adventist Medical Cemter — Erergency Department
. Found by
Date: __Q3-05-89 Hour:__ 18:04 Whom: father: NIRRT

S T

Portland, Qregon

' about _County of Incident ‘
Date: _ 03-N%..89 Hourr __16:30 (Cther than Mult.) : ek M S

Admined 1o Hospital: Date: __ 03-05-.89 Heur: _16:50

Decedent's Home Address:

Date: _03-05-89 Tire: _15:20

Last Known Alive By; ___

Address: Phone:
B. AGENCY DATA; Narne(s) of
Officers/ . "
Police: MCSO Casa # - Detectives: = wiei

Fire;: _ DTH, Rescue #47 Ambulance: __B_Qk_éﬂhé.lm__.. Qther:

C. TRANSPORT AND MCRTUARY DATA: | | EPDS

if Yes, Via: _cmmry_zehscle__HAE_Z_zgs—

Body Transported to ME Office: Yas __x3t _ No
Reason for Transport to ME Office: ___examination. sslectinn of fimeral homs

Funeral Home: __Gateway Little Chapel of the Chimes . Namedby: mother Date: _03:-05-85
' 60

r{-sxal

Funeral Home Address: : Portl ard Oregon
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;. FAMILY DATA: N . | X q 3 o ?/ }

Family Notified: Name:

Relationship:_father

Partland, Crecgen : Phana:m
Hew Notified: in person Date & Time: By Whem: __hiospital persommel

Address:

it Nol in Person, Why Not?

E. PHYSICIAN AND MEDICATION DATA:

Physician{s} Name _
and Phone Number: Drs

Medications, Alcahal, Ete.: (If there is any quastion of abyse, overdoss, overutilization, etc., complate drug inventory form.)

none

E BODY EXAMINATION DATA:

Oate: 030589 : g Heur: 12:00 Place: _ STELGENCV foom
Height 30" Waight: _about 22-248 Hair Color- ___brown __ Eys Color:____krown
Position: ___SUpine on gurney . Moved?: ves
Liver: 8lanching 2 Fixed . Anterior__________ Posterior XX At Left
Riger: None __ X% Early __. Complete _______._ Receded Face Neck
Additional
Arms Legs Detail
- v . . )
Body 'Heat. 25 Surreunding Temp.: P05
Location & Degree of Putrifaction: none ‘ WAR Z 7—m

Detailed Body Description: {Injuries, scars, tatoos, cyanasis, edema, edentuious, obssity, jayndiced, ete.)

161 morith X o
resuscitative artifact such as defibrillation burns, k" linear indentation/contusi

left chin. No other in_juries..-...;.
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" X 9209, >

Case #:__83-0540

Name of daceased:;

G. CLOTHING AND JEWELRY DATA:
nude

Clothing: (Deecribe Fully}

Jewelry: Y(RD Leftwith Bady: Y N Remeved to Propenty Room: Y®

Other Disposition: (Explain)

H. SEROLDGICAL DATA:

Blood Drawn: W) it Yes, by Whom:

Admigsion Blood at Hosp. Y () Picked up: YR By:

Blood Tested by Hesp. Y@ Test Result:

Utine Drawn: Y(RD Vitrous Orawn: YR Time Vitrous Drawn: -

I. MISCELLANEOUS DATA:
Phatographs at SesneXN ¥ yes, by Whom: MEO: <RI - MCSSOauieishieg.

Crime Lab at Scene: YV If yes, who:

Body Fingerprinted: Y@ i yes by Whom:
by father at the scene / hospital

How was Identification Made?:

J. INFORMANTS: (RELATIONSHIP & PHONE)

K. PATHOLOGY DATA: -

Cause of Death: __ ASphyxiatien by hanging

. Other Significant
Manner of Death; _Accident Findings:

No Casa: Ceoda:

Autopsy‘.@ N if Yes, By Whom:

62
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L. NARRATIVE REPORT:

et | X4 309 =%

This 16% month old male infant died in the hospital emergency department about
70 minutes after being admitted in cardio-respiratory arrest shortly after being
found in his home, lifeless, with his head caught in a piece of furniture. At
this time, the manner of death appears to be accidental.

Circurmsiances: (Detailad)

. A .
Paramedics received a call from the father regarding the lifeless infant. They
arrived to f£ind the subject on the floor with the father doing mouth to mouth -
ventilations. The infant was found to be in asystole and the paremedics elected
to do a rapid transport rather than doing resuscitation and attempting stabilazion
at the scene. The ambulance arrived to the hospital just seventeen minutes after
theor initial call for help. o

The subject’'s rhythm changed to an Ideoventricular without pulses to Ventricular
Fibrillation to Ventricular Flutter and back to asystole. At no time was there

any sort of viable rhythm chtained.

The Emergency Department physician arranged for rapid transport to the Pediatric
ICU at Bmenuel and the Bmanuel Transport Team arrived to the PAMC Emergency Room
at 17:36 and took over the resuscitation efforts. This team was headed by ?F-’DS

. Aftar 74 g’nutes in the ER, all efforts were ceased. : .
MAR 2°7 %33

The infant was viewed in the Emergency Roam, other than resuscitation artifact
and a distended abdcmen, the cnly other injury observed was a small indentation/
contusion in a linear fashion to his left chin. The emergéncy roam personnel
could not recall any cther indentations/pressure marks that had since disappeared.
The ER perscnnel nor the ambulance perscamnel had a clear understanding of the
incident. They d&id state that a male friend with the fathér in the ER was quite
ocbnoxicus and demanding. The father and friend had left the ER prior to this
writer's arrivel.

Due to the above situation, it wes decided to request MCSO Detective-sSSEpalEN
to accompany this writer back to the scene both for protection and photographs.

The scene is a small sparsely furnished apartment. It had a slight cluttered, lived
in appearance. The subject and his twin brother had been in their bedroom with 2
gate across the doorway. It had been about ten minutes since they were last checked
on when the father entered their bedroom to find the subject with his head cavght
ir the woodwork of a diaper changing table and his feet "“just barely” off the
gromd. ‘

This changing tzble had three shelves and contained several stuffed animals and

a casette tape player. The table was turned backwards so as the ¢pen shelves wers
twred against the wall. The father stated that the twins were active tocdlers and
ofzen climbed en this furniture. '

The back side of the furniture, facing cutward into the rocom had two six inch high
gaps in the woodwork/railing. . :

When found, the subdject was alrost in an upright position with his feet just off
the ground. Eis head was wedged with the chin over the rziling that was 21" off
the ground and his head slightly wedged. He wes looking directly back towards the
wall behind the furniture. When first found, the father stated that he thought

the subject was just standing there, locking at scme toys. .
The table was believed to have bought at a second-hand furniture store. The father
refinished to paint but made no other mcdifications. There was no brand nare é::é‘

serial nurber on the furniture,
: NADDATITUT  FYWITTAT T
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Multnomah County

Medical Examiners Office X? 209 / 3

7 CASE » 890540
DATE 03-05-89 Name CEGEITERRN .
REQUEST DEPUTY:
ACTION TA'K‘EN; - NARRATIVE CONTINUED

Cetective wllPobtained 35 mm, photograph:;*r of the scene and subject and will make copies
available to this office.
There was no known pertintent medical kistery.

The subject was removed to the M.E. Of ice for addoticnal examination. A contusion an
his chin appears consistant with resting against the rail as described by the father.

| EPDS

TOTAL P. gé’
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Emails from Joe Newberg, Toro Corp and Jim
Walter, Mattel, Inc. to Walter Sanders regarding
Registration Card Pilot Program, October 2001.



Schoem, Alan H.

From: - Schoem, Marc J.

Sent: Tuesday, October 02, 2001 9:07 AM
To: Schoem, Alan H.; Solender, Michae! S.
Subject: FW: Registration Pilot Program
—-——--Qriginal Message-—--=

From: Joe Newberg [mailto:Joe.Newberg@toro.com]
Sent: Monday, Octocber 01, 2001 4:28 PM -

To: WSanders@cpsc.gov

Cc: MSchoem@epsc.gov

Subject: Registration Pilot Program

Dear Walt,

We completed a second analysis of the returns/results in our pilot program. Results were
+abulated with returns as of June 30, 2001. The model 51587 was produced in July-August
of 2000 and have a sales history of nearly a year whereas the 51586 was produced through
November of 2000, so has only a 7-3 month sales history as of the end of June. Our heavy
selling seasons for these products are fall and spring.

The cards used in the test are as follows:

Card A....Sténdard card with market research guestions; customer‘pays the postage.
Card B....Card A without any market research gquestions. :

Card C....Card B with special language supplied by the CPSC.

Card D....Card A with prepaid postage.

The return test results as of June 30, 2001 are as follows:

Model 51587 Model 51586
Card A 7.8% 4,98%
Card B o . 10.1% 7.1%
Card C 9.3% 4.9%
Card D T 7.5% 4.1%

Over the production runs for both models, Card A was produced first, etc., so we would
expect Card A to have a slightly higher return rate than Card B and so on. This effect
will diminish over time. The clear lesson is that taking the market research off the card
increases the return rate. The returns of Card D, on the other hand, seem '
counterintuitive, and we felt a further test was in order. We are are running Card B in a
second trial against a new Card E which is Card B with prepaid postage. We will not have
good data on this test until next spring.

if you have any questions, please let me know.

Joe Newberg

65



T 11 2881 14:1B FR TORO LEGRL DEPT 852 8B7 7291 TO S1i3815B4BBIZ2 P.82

OCT-11-2881 15:18

.——-—.—-.—.———-—.-—-————q—-..-———.—-—-.—__..—._..-.-v..--..-.-—-————-—u—n——-—.—-—.—-n-——-—.———-a—‘_————-—-——-

. Atreddtog osof s
O3 LTGA) DUG DI PEYIRE 019 meid oo esweld
oyt LINVINOIM!

~

olLLvH.lSIo3ad

HvO

*

AT 8)0w-1900 J0ONS SeANSEI JINpaly OIOL

NTURT T 10 #u0pRAsd Jofy

d
N

[ oyip anrene oy IaAods) of pars PEYSEIE 0 el

| P

!
{

l——_.m—-..———__"——_—_.._m__—.-——_

U.S.A. Toro Reglstration Card

onmh’mtu: o Fia v e . Jowing aymen Frrv Sy sl Bovead v
l l oy o 1 e ot ik, mming, o bardle of yrer ave produckc
b I | L1t

Mosel Numbsr: (¥ igh mumber)

LH;“;._JLJ_JL.:_;._AJ Serial Nombert (7109 Sk mumber)

By hoad 1 | S O N 1 1.1

©O:10M. 20OM~ 3.0Mm +.Ovx O CIMarticd 2 O Single
Virsl Name: . Initial Tax, Name;
P A AT AT N S § T N T S S

=9

| ol 2l

g..

Leti i

i NN TR T SR UPAE NNV MY WU T B NV DS SR NS AU NS W | J
Cxy: Slaic:
PR VA S D0 NUUS N UV NN VDR S N T R | ] f iJ

.
-

e

I]]_(Lljjll_l!l|ll_!111|l

|

|

1

i

}

|

1

I

i

(

1

1

i

|

i

I

| I OO Guadiiy/Duoabiiny 3. O Vitur fr PMER ¥, [ Prics Tow Exparicace
} T O T Republion §. [ Porwer 0.0 Yy

[ 3. O Bus vof Opnlive 7. O Sekads oy Reaxaewentubon 11 [J Asvethcasn
|
|
|
|
|
1
i
i
|
i
(
|
I
§
1
]
l
}

‘Auedwon 010} 9y}
0] Uin}aJ pue 933jdwod asedjd
LNV.LHOdINI

° 4, O dpacisl Neswres . {1 Fricady Zecomems ndelion 11, O l

Wist rtret Trotws prndcls din Yool wmend Tartud s § o T A, whkals M L O LA SMIpamPAE

1. ) Nom [ ] zvh Qaa,-n;unﬁnl-w&u-"- |

:: g:;fn""" 1. O Siw Towe & Mool bl 3 0 Chik wier L ywer}

< & [ sutng Tmmer

¢ D.:".'...."'m.":".., pot= et T TR IPINE | S | B

% O Owrbwr Lighsng  30. 03 Ovher

WhAS 57 Wevata 410 you cansiged? et ;Mo Lo

T Lg Nose K. ] MieCutiexch eﬂublm,wlﬂ;hmf

7 O rscrfDeeoe 9. (] Punmom (Mg V117 S SRw R0t
Bebniwan 10.0) Ryt 1. D ssmRSussd b O S7SU0-sI0m

Besa Y. SwnCaltwan 3 QISAE-1493 7. [ NS00

Homaln 2.0 2 : 6 O BSas-30mr & O O-uliIoeR

Imemalic 1%, 0 Wead Faier eln‘s}uuaﬂ]mw,uwr\m!”'.

o

MaTitg V4.0 Oodeer 3. T3 Pendonsd siohas Bomiugh e anl)

The el Faw Mok 3. [ Porchiad 3w Deough tha inas?
et JU g 0o 3. O Woned b yowr genies?

©
Y Tay Your 4. Ohw»-'m
°!‘ornvpﬂn&qwmum S, [ Paconased o PC e PCoftwan?
_ 3 [ Owe 2 Q) et | 6. 3 Perchimd ~wes 1 mnsc pronis?
Qrivains: Chnt siich argey spplks) 7, [) rercdmed cosenenCin?
5. LI Rips Soivom 3. LI Corpired Gatkpe & [ Uomaied i widfifahnsiremesnsl foade?
L ) Sumelnllege 4. O Oodwnfobant % [3 Possiad o horsbio?
] Toan'ey Fo Ml ngg o ol o Fomuin 1A Yo bt v agronionr t wan Prler o b T 1T puin v o tat ) eselyels
i i Koell et vtk Loy T ot rivicls fale mouiem 54 wop s Frorrming, rpaty slied Fam i poriie | wepueite.

——— e —— —— — L P M T E - S . b ———— - A — W G — S e e ek -

Card A~ Froit

e

¥
7
4

9s2 887 7291 P.82

Q- ---

<

orhwm.cmmmhpumw;upnuu!ﬁhﬂwt e

66



P.B3

gs2 887 7281 TO 813815848812

14:18 FR TORO LEGAL DEPT

€T 11 2eel

ql.lll.l.li lllllllllllllllllll
]

|

|

!

|

|

|

|

_

|

|

\

|

! . :

_ THE TORO COMPANY

ﬂ PO BOX 20824

| BLOOMINGTON MN 55420-0824
l

1

)

t

_

|

1

|

r lllllllllllllllllllllll e g S Sy GUWR mm mrwh P Sedn PR g
— -

|

I

|

_

i

|

e e e e e e

Card A-Baclh -

P.B3

g52 BB7 7291

DCT-11-2081 15:10

67



P.B4

S52 BB7 7251 TO S13B15040812

ICT 11 2881 14:18 FR TORO LEGAL DEPT

IPORTANT! Under proviators of edare Public “
mitum of attached card e importent to snsurathis |
Yara Product receives proper post-esis sarvice.
Ploase compists the sttachad cand and retum to
the Yoro Compuny, » - 9

TORO |
REGISTRATION |
__CARD!

-—-

Qrom 20Me 30OM 4[] Mis
PisiName: Initial: Last Nau: o
r ] 1 1 i 1 [ L ] ] 1 _ E * 1 L4 ] L 1 i ] | 1 L —
Addiess: : Apt. Number:
SV VO R N WO N T S A I N T e I e
City: State: Zip: '
~ 1 1 1 ] i 1 ] ] | 1 1 1 ] i _ h ] _ —’~ | DY I —
_ € Retailer: .
T S N S H Y N S N S SR T R P T T S W S T
Please complete and return to
the Toro Company. e s

llilll.l!lll-nlr:'-‘llll..lcllll.lllllrill'nl"l-i.llllllvs..fll.l

@ Prone Number,
— L1 ‘ L.l
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, 1 .

U.S.A. Toro Registration Card
© Plesse recond the following nurmbers from the decallocated

€) Date of Purchase;

Yaa

Mopth Day

Model Numbes: (S digit number)

[

_ | I N S N |

Serisl Number: (7 1o 9 digit numbes)

on the powey pack, housing, ut bandle of yues new product:

T TS e s wt S Sk e Swm A WO D g et M Wk v mevs v S At m—

Card 6~ F’(’oﬂ:_
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Tho Toro Company and the U.S, Consumer | U.S.A. Toro Product Safety Registration Card

Product Safety Commission encoarage you | © Phone Number.

0 remm the atched product safety | °m~§§a5oa=§=§gﬁwsﬁ—oﬁ§

———

]
I
|
i
th housing, or handls of roduct:
) Topisiration card. Then ifyonr product ever “ L B 1wy | onshepowmpa, Esw o Cysumenpimds “
) beeds (o be fixed or if M has a safety | € Datz of Purchase: Moadel Number: (5 digit number) |
problem, we wifl kmow where to reach you, L J
“ ) w‘ “ I | B | J . -t __
| 3__. in the card, apply the proper postage, and | Menh  Duy Year Serisl Number: (7to 9 digit number) i
| mail. I I S S T S i
| i i
| | : |
“ “ Or.om 20Ms 2OMms 4. Q) Miss : "
" I First Name: : Initia: Laxi Name: i _
“ -—- o m O “ _ F IR NS N S N N T I - _||._ _ N DU U S SO TR S O S UL N “
[ O} Address: ‘ ’ ‘ AptNumher: |
“vmocco._.w>_um._.<t._,_*_:___.:._____i__._“
! _ ! Ciy Stai: Zip: !
. REGISTRATION | ) N
) I T T N bl 4 to3 ¢ g | Lo o 4 |
| CARD | @t !
: E!_ T N IR TN WY SN GUVUNN TN NN WO W M TN TN OOOY T O
_ | “
l
! e e e !
b .
| Ths information you provide will be used rimarily lp ensure we con reach you, We may ajso contact yoit on matiers selated to other
p Yy
| Toro Prodacis and how we can betior serve- your home beautification nceds, 'THIS INFORMATION WILL NOT BE RELEASED TO
I ANYONE OUTSIDE O THE TORO ORGANIZATION. . ,
|
| Ken Melrose _
I CEO, The Toro Compaay
—..l Dot M, CaniC Rev 2
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Sphqem, Alan H.

From: Whalter, Jim [WALTERJI@Mattel.com]
Sent: Wednesday, October 10, 2001 11:58
To: ‘Schoem, Alan (CPSCY -
Cc: ‘Sanders, Walter A. {CPSC)’

Subject: Registration Card Program

Alan:

I recieved the fellowing information concerning the r‘egié?mﬁbn card program that we participated in along
with Whirlpool and Tore®

e Number of cards sent out: ' 5,000 .

e Number of cards returned vic mail: 1,338 (27%)
e Number of call-in registrations: 154 (3%)
e Number of emailregistrations: 2. (1%}
+ Total registrations 1494 (30%)

These numbers cre a bit higher than I had previously reported to Walt. Apparently, there were additional
cards returned that were unaccounted for previously. '

I om also included a product image and registration card image (below) for your reference. Please let me
know if I con be of further assistance.

Regards, |

Jim

Phone: 310-252-2585

Fax: 310-252-2640

Email: jim.walter@mattel.com

10/10/01
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Memorandum from Timothy P. Smith; Division
of Human Factors, "Human Factors Assessment
in Response to Petition CP 01-1, Petition for
Rule Requiring Product Registration Cards”
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UNITED STATES
CONSUMER PRODUCT SAFETY COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, DC 20207

§

¥

O
< S 0‘

MEMORANDUM

October 23, 2002

To: Celestine T. Kiss
Project Manager, Product Registration Cards Petition CP 01-1
Enginessing Pavchologist, Division of Human Faciors
Dirsctorate for Engmeenng Sciences

Thraaghs  Hugh MeLaurin H“% (it
Associate Exscutive Director
Directorate for Engineering Sciences

Robert B. Ochsinan, Ph.D., CPE
Division Director, Division of Human Factors
Directorate for Engineering Sciences

From:  TimothyP. Smith
Engineering Psychologist, Division of Human Factors
Directorate for Engineering Sciences

Subject: - Human Factors Assessment in Response to Petition CP 01-1,
Petition for Rule Requiring Product Registration Cards

INTRODUCTION

On June 21, 2001 . the Consumer Federation of America (CFA) submitted a petition (CP 01-1) to
the U.S. Consumer Product Safety Commission (CPSC) requesting that CPSC issue a rule
requiring product registration cards (PRCs) with every product intended for children. CFA
proposes that the cards collect only that information needed to contact the purchaser, have the
postage paid by the manufacturer, provide the name and the model number of the product
purchased, and state that the information collected will only be used to advise the purchaser of a
recall or other important safety information. The intent of the CFA’s petition is to improve recall
effectiveness once the relevant products are already in the hands of consumers. This
memorandum, written by staff from the Division of Human Factors (ESHF), discusses human
factors and psychological issues related to the effectiveness of PRCs and responds to public
comments relevant to these issues. -

DISCUSSION
There has been only limited research completed to date to determine the effectiveness of product

recalls in general and PRCs specifically. In May 1978, CPSC completed a Recall Effectiveness
Study, which identified variables that were associated with high levels of recall effectiveness.

CPSC Hotline: 1-800-638-CPSC(2772) % CPSC's Web Site: http://www.cpsc.gov 7 6




Recal] effectiveness, for the purpose of that study, was defined as a suspected unit having been
examined and corrected where necessary. The study found that recalls were typically very
effective when attempts are made to notify consumers directly, either by mail, telegram,
telephone, or personal visits. The study also found that recalls with no or very limited directed
notification would normally be less than 20% effective unless the recall involves a very
expenstve unit or the recall is limited to a specific state or “urban area.”

in 1979, CPSC Chairman Susan B. King created a Recall Effectiveness Task Force to address
e Commmissicn’s concerns about the occasional low rate of return by consumers of recalled
ergridous products. The resulting Report of the Recall Effectivensss Task Ferce of the Consumer
¢ Safety Commission (Augus 29 1980} stater that targeted notices ofter: produce greater
s general notics P further notes that most obusrvers believe that the optimal
form: wirecall notice to miers is mwri mdividual notice of the sort commonly available to
the National Highway Traffic Safety Adminisiration {NHTSA) in conducting automobile recalls.

3

The repar

Seeing, RPeading, and Understanding

The effectiveness of a PRC in obtaining a desired response first relies on the PRC being noticed,
attended to, and understood by the owner of the product. It seems likely that proper design and
placement of the cards with the products could address these issues. One potential problem
ESHF staff does foresee, however, is that there is a potential for habituation. The over-use of
product registration cards or consumers’ repeated exposure to these cards could result in them

- attracting less and less attention over time, as is often the case with warning labels. However, the
extent to which this would apply to PRCs is unclear at this time. It is also important that
consumers believe what the cards are saying. If the claim on the cards is that they are intended
only to alert the consumer to product recalls, the cards cannot contain information that
consumers will perceive as being for other uses (e.g., marketing questions). If consumers believe
that what is stated on the cards is disingenuous, consumers are less likely to return them.

Social Influence

Even the best-designed PRCs are of no use if people do not choose to fill out and return the
cards. The scientific study of social influence has found that several basic tendencies of human
behavior can heavily influence the extent to which a person will comply with any request. Given
that consumers would be requested to fill out and return PRCs, these behavioral tendencies
would be relevant to the use of PRCs in improving recall effectiveness.

In general, people tend to comply with requests made by those whom they like and by those who
are in perceived positions of authority (Cialdini, 2001). Therefore, consumers who are familiar
with CPSC and its role in the government would be more likely to return a PRC if it appears to
come from CPSC or is in some way “approved” by CPSC. The effectiveness of this, of course,
increases if consumers have a positive perception of CPSC in general, so further research into
consumer perceptions of CPSC would be useful if this method of influence were employed.
PRCs that emphasize the fact that they are being made available to consumers in an effort to help
them identify and rid themselves of hazardous products are also more likely to be returned. This
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is because consumers are likely to have a more positive opinion of the sender of the PR( if they
believe that the sender is genuinely trying to help them.

People also tend to comply with requests when the item or opportunity presented to them appears
scarce (Cialdini, 2001). This may be in terms of a limited supply of items or in terms of a limited
time avai!able in which to respond. This suggests that consumers may be more likely to retarn a
PR they believe they only have a limited ‘window of opportunity” in which to do so.
Con;c;gumtly, if recalls tend to occur relatively quickly with respect to the release of a product,
emphasizing this fact on 4 PRC will convey to consumers that there is limited time available in
which to retuin a PRC and may increase the likelihood of a response.

gt of Compliance versus Cost of Noncomplance

#iiing out and returning PRCs can be viewed as precautionary behavior, in that it is behavior
being performed by the consumer with the intent of avoiding a hazardous situation, aibeit in an
indirect manner. There has been rescarch on the effectiveness of warnings in persuading an
appropriate behavioral response from the recipient to avoid a hazard, and ESHF staff believes the
findings of this research could be used to determine the potential effectiveness of PRCs.

Research indicates that two of the most important factors in determining the extent to which

_ people will be motivated to read and comply with warnings are the cost of compliance and the

cost of noncompliance (Laughery & Wogalter, 1997; Sanders & McCormick, 1993). In the
context of PRCs, the cost of compliance may be viewed as the perceived cost of filling out and
refurning the cards. This cost may be in the more obvious form of money, but also includes other
“cost” factors such as time, convenience, and effort. Noncompliance—in the case of PRCs, the
perceived cost of choosing not to fill out and return the cards—also has a cost associated with it.

Research has found that relatively small increases in cost can substantially decrease compliance
rates, but that high rates of compliance may be possible if the costs are very small (DeJoy, 1999).
On first glance, the cost of filling out and returning a PRC seems rather low. This can include the
cost of postage and the time and effort to fill out the card. However, the consumer may also view
PRCs as an.invasion of privacy. Possible ways to minimize the perceived cost of compliance and
to improve the likelihood that consumers will return the card properly filled out include

designing the card so it requires as little time and effort as possible on the part of the consumer,
minimizing information and questions that may be perceived as an invasion of privacy, and
prepaying the return postage on the PRC. In fact, a PRC whose postage is not prepaid may not be
returned for two reasons. There is, of course, the cost associated with the postage required to

~mail the card, as mentioned above. But requiring the consumer to apply postage could also cause

the consumer to forget about sending in the card. Unless the consumer has postcard stamps
immediately available, he or she may set the card aside fully intent on mailing it, only to forget
about it and never send it in.

In the context of warnings, the cost of noncompliance (i.e., not following the advice of the
warning) is the consumer’s increased exposure to the hazard being warned about. The impact of
this is dependent on the consumer’s perceived risk of not following the advice of the waming;

_ the greater the perceived risk level, the more responsive the consumer will be (Laughery &
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Wogalter, 1997; Sanders & McCormick, 1993). In the case of PRCs, this implies that consumers
will be more likely to return the cards if they perceive the risk associated with not filling out and
returaing the cards as being high. The potential consequence of not filling out and returning a
PRC is that consumers will not be notified directly in the event of a recall. Consumers, however,
may view this as a minor inconvenience since failing to fill out the cards does not necessarily
mean the consumer will not find out about a recall. In the worst-case scenario, in which the
consumer does not return the card and the product is later recalled, the consumer is merely in the
same situation as would be the case if a PRC did not accompany the product. Consumers could
stili find out about the recall from CPSC’s website, television, radio, fiiends, and other sources.
Thersfore, the perceived cost of not returning the cards may be very small indeed. In fact,

coni.r ons ey perceive little benefit from returning the cards other than a feeling that one does
not need 1 rely on those other methods of Anding out about a recall of that particular praduct n
the event that it occurs. Yet in reality, consuiners still must rely on those other methods in the
svent that an item is recalled for which there is no PRC, the consumer moves to a new residence
since the time the product was purchased, or for similar reasons. Further research may be
necessary to determine the extent to which consumers believe it is important to fill out PRCs.

Risk Perception

Research indicates that the perceived risk associated with a product or situation (1.e., the
perceived hazardousness) affects a consumer’s motivation to read and comply with warnings
(Deloy, 1999; Laughery & Wogalter, 1997; Sanders & McCormick, 1993). In addition,
perceptions of consumer-product hazardousness have been found to be based almost entirely on
the severity of potential injury rather than the likelihood (DeJoy, 1999; Laughery & Wogalter,
1997). From this, one can infer that a consumer who purchases a product that is viewed as
potentially hazardous to begin with—that is, one in which the consumer sees the product or the
potentia! failure of the product as being very severe—is more likely to return a PRC than one
who purchases a product with limited or no perceived hazard. Products that are familiar to 2
consumer are also likely to be perceived as less hazardous than may actually be the case, and the
consequence of this is that consumers are less likely to read or comply with a waming (Laughery
& Wogalter, 1997; Sanders & McCormick, 1993). Unless the consumer is aware of specific
hazards associated with the product, ESHF staff believes the same to be the case in the context of
product registration cards.

There is also some question as to how consumers generally perceive recalls in terms of severity.
Consumers who believe most recalls are of minimal concern are therefore unlikely to return a
PRC, especially if the product does not seem especially hazardous to begin with. On the other
hand, consumers who believe recalls that are not followed will result in potentially severe
consequences are more likely to return a PRC. ESHF staff believes that further research into
consumer perceptions of recalls could be very useful to determine the effectiveness of PRCs.

RESPONSE TO PUBLIC COMMENTS
Issue: Effect of Product Characteristics on PRC Return Rate

Several commenters (#1, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 10, 12, 14, 15, 19, 22, and 27) claim that consumers are
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unlikely to return PRCs for products that are inexpensive, short-lived, or perceived as safe.

Response:

Based on the results of CPSC’s Recall Effectiveness Study, the cost of a product
does appear to impact recall effectiveness. However, this may be a consequence
of consumers simply discarding the product and does not necessarily indicate the
likelihood that consumers will return a PRC. Further research into this area would
be useful. ESHF staff agrees that consumers are less likely to return 2 PRC for a
product with a perceived low hazard level. With respect to short-lived products, it
is possible that consumers will conclude that a product with a short lifetime will
be less hazardous than one with a longer lifetime since one’s exposure to that
product is reduced. However, lower exposure has more to do with the Jikelihood
or probability of being exposed to the hazard rather thar: the severity of that
hazard. Since consumer perception of huzardousness is based almowt entirely on
severity rather than likelihood—-as stated earlier in this memorandum—products
with short lifetimes may not result in reduced return rates for PRCs unless the life
of the product is extremely short.

Issue: PRC Characteristics

Several commenters (#4, 5, 6, 7, 10, 11, 14, 15, 16, 21, 22, 23, 28) discussed the flaws of current
product registration or warranty cards, and/or how PRCs should be designed to make them more
effective. Based on the comments, desired attributes of PRCs include keeping the card as concise
as feasible, ensuring the card is postage-paid, limiting questions to only those associated with
safety and recalls rather than marketing or other non-safety-related issues, and limiting questions
that are perceived as intrusive or as an invasion of privacy.

Response:

ESHF staff agrees that the characteristics of current cards may make them
unlikely to be returned by consumers. However, it may be possible to modify
current cards to collect the desired information. As discussed earlier in this
memorandum, consumers are more likely to complete and return PRCs as the
perceived cost of doing so decreases. Possible ways of accomplishing this include
making PRCs more concise, having the postage associated with returning the
PRC prepaid, and eliminating questions that are not safety related or that may be
perceived by the consumer as intrusive or an invasion of privacy (e.g., household
income, recent purchases). Further research into consumer responses to PRCs
would be beneficial to help determine other characteristics of PRCs that would be
influential and which characteristics are likely to have the greatest influence on
consumer behavior. Since ESHF staff believes consumers are more likely to
complete and return a PRC as the perceived seriousness or severity of a recall
increases, it may also be possible to include Janguage on a PRC that would affect
this perception. Emphasizing the fact that the PRC is being made available to
consumers in an effort to help them identify and rid themselves of hazardous
products is also likely to improve the return rate. '
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Issue: Consumer Reliance on PRCs

Several commenters (#4, 5, 6, 7, 10, 14, 22) claim the use of PRCs will make consumers less

reliant on traditional methods of obtaining recall information (e.g., television, radio, etc.), and
consumers will stop actively looking for recalls as a result. One commenter (#12) claims that

including cards with all children’s products rather than a few carefully chosen categories that

pose inherent dapger to children would desensitize parents to the importance of returning the

cards and would dilute the effectiveness of registration cards for all product categories.

Response: ESHF staif agrees that it is undesirable for PRCs to dissuade consumers from
actively seeking other, move traditional sources of recall information. Unless
PRCe are required for all products, consumers whe already rely on these methods
are likely to continue relying on them to obtain recall information. if all
children’s products required PRCs, it is possible that parents who do not receive
direct notice of a recall will not bother to check to see if a recall applies to a
children’s product they own. ESHF staff believes consumers should be told the
importance of secking other sources of recall information in the event that the
PRCs do not function as intended.

Issue: Effect of PRCs on Other Safety Information on the Prdduct |

One commenter (#1) claims that the inclusion of preduct registration cards will render other
safety information that is already on the product, such as hang tags, less noticeable.

Response: ESHF staff believes there are likely to be ways of designing PRCs to minimize
the extent to which they interfere with the other safety information already
present on or in consumer products.

CONCLUSIONS

Research indicztes that direct consumer contact can be an effective means of motivating
appropriate consumer responses to a product recall. Since manufacturers who have purchaser or
consumer contact information may be in a position to notify the consumer directly in the event of
arecall, product registration cards are one potential way of improving the effectiveness of
recalls. Proper dzsign and placement of PRCs could improve the likelihood that consumers will
notice, read, and uncerstand them. However, there is the potential for habituation, and consumers
must still be motivated to fill out and return the cards. ESHF staff believes the perceived cost of
not filling out and returning the cards must outweigh the perceived cost of doing so to ensure the
desired response from consumers. Possible ways to accomplish this include designing the PRC
so it requires as little time and effort as possible, minimizing questions that could be perceived as
an invasion of privacy or outside the realm of contact and recall-related questions, and not
requiring the consumer to add postage. ESHF staff believes PRCs are likely to be least effective
on highly familiar products or products that are perceived as being relatively safe, in general.
Further research may be necessary to determine the extent to which consumers believe it is
important to fill out PRCs, and research into consumer perceptions of recalls may be useful in
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deterrmmng the effectiveness of PRCs. Investigating how consumers respond to recails of
inexpensive products may also be useful. ESHF staff believes consumers will be more likely to
fill out and retarn a PRC if the PRC emphasizes the fact that it is intended to help consumers rid
themselves of hazardous products, is either sent from or approved by CPSC, and emphasizes the
need to return the PRC quickly due to the limited time available between the release of a product
and its possible recall. However, further research would be useful to investigate the influence of
these features with respect to PRCs in particular. Such research could also provide insight into
other characteristics that are likely to affect consumer responses to PRCs.
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MEMORANDUM
TO :
Through:

FROM :

SUBJECT:

COMMENT
Ca 01-5-1

CA 01-5-2

CA 01-5-3

CA 01-5-4

CA 01-5-5

CA 01-5-6

CA 01-5-7

v

United States

ConsuMER PropucT SAFETY COMMISSION
Washington, D.C. 20207

DATE: October 1, 2001

CLD W
Todd A. Stevenson, Actifig “Secretary, OS

Martha A. Kosh, 0S8

Petition CP 01-01 Petition for Product Registration
Cards :

ATTACHED ARE COMMENTS ON THE ca 01-5

DATE SIGNED BY AFFILIATION
8/18/01 . Wendy Wieland Kellwood Company
KELLWOOD@kel lwood. com
9/19/01 John Tegner Wolverine World Wide,
Director of Corp Inc.
Communications 9341 Courtland Dr, NE

Rockford, MI 49341

g/20/01 Michael Gans Kent, Inc.
President & CEO 1333 Broadway
Suite 1107
New York, NY 10018
g/20/01 Edward Kittredge Gerber Children, Inc.
Chairman & CEOC 1333 Broadway
Suite 700
New York, NY 10018
9/20/01 - Leonard Schwab Little Me
Executive Vice P.O. Box 1742
President Cumberland, MD 21501
9/21/01 Kevin Angliss Auburn Hosiery Mills,
President, COO Inc.
1333 Boradway
Suite 700
New York, NY 10018
9/24/01 Thomas Mechan S. Godlberg & Co, Inc
Vice President 20 East Broadway
& Secretary Hackensack, NH 07601
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Petition CP 01-01 Petition for Product Registration Cards

CA

CA

CA

CA

CA

CA

CA

CA

C1-35-8

01-5-9

01-5-10

0i-5-11

01-5-12

01-5-13

01-5-14

01-5-15

01-5-16

5/24/01

9/25/01

$/27/01

9/27/01

9/23/01

10/1/01

16/1/01

10/1/¢01 -

10/1/01

01-5-16a 10/1/01

Aaron Locker
Attorney

E. Marla Felcher

Kevin Carlisle

Vice President/
General Manager
Baby Products

Nancy Cowles

"Exec. Director

‘Steve Lamar

David Baker
Rarbara Parisi
Counsel

M. Hennessey

President & CEC

Vinson Scott

Director,

Governmernt.
Relations

Mary E. Fise

. General Counsel

Mary E. Fise
On bkehalf of

Organizations

l Chicage, IL

Locker Greenberg &
Brainin, P.C.

420 Fifth Avenue
New York, NY 10018

325 Barvard Streset
Cambridge, MA 0213°

Springs . Industries,
Inc.

P.O. Box 70

Fort Mill, SC 292716

Kids In Danger

116 W, Illincis St.
Suite 5BE

60610

American Apparel &
Footwear Asséciaticn
1601 North Kent St
Suite 1200
Arlington, VA 22209
Writing Instrument
Manufacturers Asscc.,
Inc.

1920 N Etreet, NW
Washington, DC 20036

Muriro & Company, Inc.
P.0O. Box 1157
Hot Springs, AK 71902

Naticnal Council of
Chain Restaurants
325 7% Street, NW
Suite 1100
Washington, DC 2C004

Consumer Federation
of America

1424 16 5=, NW
Suite 604
Washington, DC 20036

Address same as above

State & Local Consumer
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Petition CP

CA

CA

CA

CA

CA

CA

CA

01-5-17

01-5-18

01-5-19

¢l-5-20

01-5~21

¢l-5-22

01-5-23

01-5-24

01-5-25

01-01 Petition for Procduct Registration Cards

10/1/01

106/1/01

10/1/01

10/1/01.

10/1/01

1c/1/02

10/1/01

10/1/01

10/1/01

Stephen Gold
Exec. Directoxr

Andrew Black
President

Deborah Fanning
Executive Vice
President

Mark Rcse
Vice President
Mig.

Rachael Weintraub

Staff Attorney

Michael Gale
Vice President
For Intern’l
Trade and
Government
Relations

R. David Pittle

Sr Vice President
& Tech. Director

Brigid Klein
Sr Counsel

S. Lawrence Kocot
Sr Vice President
& General Counsel

Naticnal Asscciation
of Manufacturers

CPSC Ceoalition

1331 Pennsylvania Ave
NW, Suite 600
Washington, DC 20004

Lego Systems, Inc.
555 Taylor Road
P.O. Box 1600
Enfield, CT 05083
The Art & Creative
Materials Institute,
Incorporated

1280 Main St,

P.O. Box 472
Hanson, MA 02341
The Children’s Place
915 Secaucus road
Secaucus, NJ 07084

U.8. Public Interest
Research Group

218 D Street, SE
Washington, DC 20003

Warnaco, Inc.
801 Pennsylwvania Ave,
NW, Suite 640
Washingten, Dc 20004

Consumers Union

16566 Connecticut Ave,
NW, Suite 310 N
Washingten, DC 20009

Consumer Specialty
Products Association
900 17" St, NW
Washington, DC 20006

Naticnal Associaticon
of Chain Drug Stores
413 North Lee Street
P.O. Box 1417-D49

Alexandria, VA 22313
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CA 01-5-26 10/1/01 Mallory Duncan
Sr Vice President
& General Counsel

CA 01-5-27 1o0/1/01 Morrison Cain
Sr Vice President

CA 01-5-28 10/2/01 Jack Walsh
Exec Director

National Retail
Federation

325 7 gt, NW

Suite 1100
Washington, DC 20004

International Mass
Retail Association
1700 North Moore St
Suite 2250

Arlington, VA 22209

The Danny Foundation
1451 Danville Blvd
Suite 202

Alamo, CA 94507
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From: Wendy_Wieland KELLWOOD @kellwood.com

Sent: Tuesday, September 18, 2001 12:04 PM

To: cpsc-os@cpsc.gov :

Subject: Petition CP 01-01 Petition for Product Registration Cards

September 18, 2001

office of the Secretary
Consumer Product Safety Commission
Washington, DC 20207

Regarding: PETITION CP 01-01 PETITION FOR PRODUCT REGISTRATION CARDS

on behalf of Kellwood Company, I am writing to express our strong
opposition to the proposal of Consumer rederation of America to reguire a
Consumer Registration Card for Products Intended for Children.

¥ellwood Company is a manufacturer and marketer of apparel, including
childrens' clothing and jackets.

We oppose this proposal simply because we do not believe it will accomplish
what it inrends. Instead it will have negligible impact in promoting
safery or for providing for effective recalls while creating an enormous
expense on the part of manufacturers, importers and retailers.

. Product recalls for apparel and footwear are already effectively

. handled. Apparel and footwear companies do their utmost to ensure

compliance with the pertinent regulations, including flammability, small

¥ parts, sharp edges, drawstrings and lead paint in components like
buttons and zippers. In those rare occasions where a potentially unsafe
or defective product does appear in the marketplace, manufacturers and

' retailers swiftly move to recall the product.Consumers currently receive
recall information through newspapers, television and radio broadcasts.
An obsolete card system is not likely to reach more persons than the
news media.
Garments already carry a number of hang tags and other required labels
that convey important consumer, safety, care and origin information as
determined by Congress or federal agencies, including the CPSC. The
addition of a product registration card to each garment would render the
card itself less noticeable and possibly also interfere with the current
safety markings, such as those. for children's snug-fitting sleepwear.
Tt is unlikely that customers would return product registration cards
for clothing and footwear, primarily because of the perception of these
products as short-lived or inexpensive. Even though the cards would be
postage paid, the consumer is unlikely to take the time to complete

. these and may perceive a certain loss of privacy as a deterrent as well.
The apparel industry generally does not use product registration cards.
However, experience with similar programs, which often carry an
inducement for the customer to return the requested information, yields
extremely low return rates.
The proposal requires that the manufacturer retain the cards on file
for 20 years or the useful life of the product, whichever is longer.
Although some childrens' wear may be passed down as it is outgrown,
there is no way to measure the useful life which would be expected to be
mach less that 20 years. However the program would require that cards
be kept on file for 20 years for items that cannot reasonably be
expected to exist for that long and for a tiny percentage of the actual
sales of the garment. In our very mobil society it is doubtful that the
information on the cards would be even be accurate after one or two
years. Therefore, this proposes creating a 20-year recordkeeping
program that would likely be useless.

In additicn, this pr&gram wotuld be extremely expensive: _
The product registration cards that are Yeturned would be via pre-paid

1
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postage on the card.

The costs of designing and printing the registration cards. Each
apparel style would be required to have a new card. Because apparel is
2 "seasonal fashion item" the same garment may have several style
numbers at one time and may change over production periods.

This costs of tagging each garment

The costs of preparing reports to the CPSC on the card return rates

The costs of developing and maintaining the record retention system

For the reasons stated, we feel that this costly and complicated program
would render no improvement cver current, more comprehensive methods of
communicating with consumers. We strongly object to the proposal and urge
the CPSC to dismiss the petition. '

Sincerely,

KXELLWOOD COMPENY .~



September 19, 2001

Wolverine World Wide, Inc.
6341 Courtland Dr. NE
Rockford, MI 49341
Tegnerjo@wwwinc.com

Office of the Secretary,

Consumer Product Safety Commission,
Washington, DC 20207,
cpsc-os@cpsc.gov

RE:  Petition CP 01-01 Petition for Product Registration Cards

Wolverine Worid Wide, Inc. would like to express streng opposition to the petition of the
Consumer Federation of America to require a Consumer Registration Card for Products
Intended for Children.

Wolverine World Wide, Inc. is a leading global marketer of branded casual,

work, outdoor sport and uniform footwear. The Company’s portfolio of owned and
licensed brands includes: Bates Uniform Footwear, Caterpillar Footwear, Coleman
Footgear, Harley-Davidson Footwear, Hush Puppies, HyTest Safety Footwear, Merrell
Parformance Footwear, Stanley Footgear and Wolverine Boots and Shoes.

In the year 2000, more than 36 million pairs of footwear bearing Company trademarks
reached consumers in over 140 countries through a global network of Company-owned
operations, independent distributors and licensees. The Company also operates a retail
division that promotes Company brands, a world ciass tannery that produces Wolverine
Performance Leathers and an Appare! and Accessories division focused on extending the
equity of Company-owned brands through global distribution arrangements. Wolverine
World Wide employs over 4,000 people around the globe, reported sales in excess of
$700 million for year 2000 and is publicly traded on the NYSE under the ticker symbol
WWW. :

Wolverine World Wide is a strong proponent of consumer safety and works rigorously to
comply with all Federal and CPSC regulations regarding consumer product safety. We
strongly oppose this petition because we believe it would have a negligible impact in
promoting consumer safety or providing for more efficient recalls. We believe this
petition fails any cost/benefit analysis by delivering marginal benefit to consumers at
significant costs.
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Product recalls at Wolverine World Wide would involve footwear, apparel or accessory
items. We do not wish to require consumers to return personal information to us in the
name of safety nor do we wish to manage this fast aging data, for 20 years as required
by the petition. Cost effective, far reaching, communication mediums are readily
available and inexpensive in the event we need to reach a group of our consumers
immediately. The public is accustomed to listening for and responding to recall notices
from television, radio, internet, and print media sources. We have examined our
children’s product businesses and developed the following cost/benefit analysis.

Consumars purchase approximately 2,000,000 children’s items carrying a Wolverine
World Wide trademark annually. We might hope for a strong 2% return of product
registration cards or, 40,000 per year. The cost to implement and “card” each product,
supply pre-paid postage, administer and store the cards would add roughly $175,000
annually in expenses to these 2,000,000 purchases. At $0.09 per item, we are unable to
reach 98% of the consumers who purchased our products bearing registration cards.
The registration cards will have provided almost no value. The cost per consumer we
can notify, the 2% who returned their cards, is $4.38 each. Half of the 2,000,000
children’s items purchased carry an initial gross margin below $4.38. This would leave us
irtie choice bur to no longer offer consumers these items, which are proven safe, in the
name of safety.

Wolverine World Wide is a strong advocate of Consumer Product Safety, however the
product registration card petition is not an effective way to improve consumer safety.
We strongly object to this petition and urge the CPSC to dismiss it.




Stevenson, Todd A.

From: tegnerjo@wwwinc.com
Sent: Thursday, September 20, 2001 8:30 AM
To: , cpsc-os@cpsc.gov ,
Cc: smithke@wwwinc.com; mundtto@wwwinc.com, Zwiersji@wwwinc.com
Subject: Petition GP 01-01 Petition for Product Registration Cards
CPSC Proposaldoc

Greetings,

Wolverine World Wide, Inc. of Rockford, Michigan respectfully submits this
response to the Consumer Product Safety Commission Petition CP 01-01 Product
Registration Cards.

Regards,

John C. Tegner

Director of Corporate Communications
Wolverine World Wide, Inc.
tegnerjo@wwwinc.com

{516) BAY 2240

<<DPSC Vroposal.docs>
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kent, inc.

1333 Brosdway, Suite 1107, New York, NY 10018 Tel. 212-244-7874 Fax. 212-868-3049

Michael J. Gans
President & CEO

Septenaber 20, 2001

Office of the Secretary
Consumer Product Safety Commission
Washington, DC 20207

Re: Petition for Product Registration Catds
. Dear Secretary,

On behalf of Kent, Inc, I am writing t0 express strong opposition to the proposal of
Consumer Federation of Ametica to requite a Consumer Registration Card for Producs
Intended for Children. '

Our garments, infants and toddler sleepwear, already are in compliance with all current
pertinent regulations including flammability, small parts, drawstrings etc. We already insert
a GPU numbet on the sew-in label permanently affixed to the garment.

We are of the opinion that the insertion of 2 Product Registration Card would have
negligible scsults and would not provide any impact on promoting safety. ‘We ate
comforiable the products we produce ate safe and the mechanism is already in place for any.
recall. Incurring significant additional expense would be counter-productive and could
result in the ultimate demise of this company.

Kent, Inc. is one of this country's last domestic manufacturess of children’s sleépwear. We
cusrently employ approximately 200 individuals in Northemn Maine,

Sincerely yours,

\@@6@: ‘-

Factory: U.S. Highway 1 South, Fort Kent, Maine 04743 Tel. 207-834-3100 Fax. 207-834-3598

o~ g o
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- KITTREDGE « CHAIRMAN AND C.E.O.
Gerber EOWARD _

GERBER CHILDRENSWEAR, INC. = 1333 BROADWAY » SUITE 700 + NEW YORK, NY 10018
PHOMNE: 212 - 268 - 5100 =+ FAX: 212 - 268 - 5122

Via Fax (301) 504-0127 and Mail

September 20, 2001

Office of the Secretary

Consumer Product Safety Commission =

Washington, D.C. 20207

Petition CP 01-01 Petition for Product Registration Cards

Subjeen Opposition to CPSC Proposed Prodoct Registration Cards P
!

Dear Sir/Madam:

On behalf of Gerber Childrenswear, Inc., which consists of Gerber Childrenswear and Aubumn Hosiery Mills, I am
writing to express strong opposition to the proposal of Consumer Federation of America to require a Consumer
Registration Card for products intended for children.

Our Gerber apparel division is a leading manufacturer of infants and toddlers apparel. Gerber Childrenswear and
Auburn Hosiery in total sell over 150 million garments per year, ranging in price from $1.00 to $10.00 at retail.
Some of our products such as bibs and diapers have a very short life while others have a longer life. The reasons for
this are apparent in view of the fact that babies outgrow their clothing very quickly. If the CPSC proposal was
adopted, the paperwork and record keeping costs would significantly increase the retail cost of our garments with
very little marginal benefit to consumers.

Product recalls for apparel and footwear are already handled in an effective manner. First and foremost, apparel and
footwear companies do their utmost to ensure compliance with the pertinent regulations, including flammability,
small parts, sharp edges (primarily on shoes), drawstrings, and lead paint in components like buttons and zippers. In
those rare occasions where a potentiaily unsafe clothing product or defect does appear in the marketplace,
manufacturers and retailers swiftly take those steps necessary to recall the product at the various stages of the
distribution chain. '

Garments already carry a number of hang tags and other labels that convey important consumer, safety, care, and
origin information that is deemed important by Congress or federal agencies, including the CPSC. The addition of a
* product registration card to each garment would interfere with these federal markings, including safety markings for
children’s snug fitting sleepwear, increasing the likelihood that none of these messages is read or understood at the
point of purchase.’ '

W/JQ«;‘
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Office of the Secretary, Consumer Product Safety Commission
September 20, 2001
Page 2

Consumers of clothing and footwear items are generally not interested in returning product registration cards for
such producrs, primarily because of the perception that many of these products will be short lived or because they are
relatively inexpensive. Even though the cards would be postage paid, consumers are still not likely to go through the
hassle involved in filling out and returning such cards. Similarly, even though the cards would state that the
information would be used only in the event of a recall, consumers are not likely to risk what many will no doubt
perceive to be a loss of privacy to provide such information to the retailer or manufacturer.

The apparel] and footwear industries generally do not use product registration cards. However, experience with
similar exercises, which often carry an inducement for the consumer to return the requested information, yields
extremely low return rates. Given the concerns noted in the preceding paragraph, we would expect this product
registration scheme to achieve even lower return rates. : '

The proposal requires, for the small percentage of cards actually returned, that the manufacturer retain the cards on
file for 20 years or the useful life of the product, whichever is longer. For many of our products, it is impossible to
know when the useful life of the product ends. Many of the children’s items our members produce and sell are
durable enough to be passed down to siblings or other children. At the same time, other clothing and shoe items may
be discarded after only one user. In addition, children’s clothing and shoes that are involved in recall actions
represent a very, very small fraction of the appare} and footwear sold for children each year. Consequently, firms
will be maintaining information for decades relating to goods that will never be subject to a recall.

Even if consumers do return these cards at a reasonable rate, we are unsure how this will significantly improve
recalls. Currently, consumers find out about recalls through a variety of information sources. Typically, they may
see something in USA Today, hear the CPSC Chair speak about a product on The Today Show or Jocal news, and
examine whether the similar product they use is covered by the recall alert. Supplementing those sources with the
product registration card system will not necessarily reach more consumers than these existing and relatively
effective channels.

For example, over the minimum 20-year period, many of the address cards will become outdated as peof:le move
from one place to another. According to the.U.S. Census, 16-17 percent of the U.S. population moves every year.

Given the mobility of the U.S. population, over a 20-year period, the freshness of the information in the database wilt

be greatly reduced.

in addition, many apparel and footwear items for children are purchased as gifts by relatives and friends or passed on
through thrift shops, garage sales, and church bazaars. In each of these cases, the initial purchaser of the item is not
the end user of the item so the effectiveness of the product registration database would be greatly diluted.

The CPSC should also exercise caution in weaning the public away from the traditional methods of recall alerts that
it has worked so hard over the past few years to develop. Individuals who fill out a registration card may start to
“nime out” existing types of recall alerts unless the company specifically notifies them (even if the recall covers the
product they have purchased). Then, if the recali notice penerated by the product registration database fails (because
the data was lost, the card was never received, etc.), the consumer may never receive the information.
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Office of the Secretary, Consumer Product Safety Commission
September 20, 2001
Page 3

While it is unclear if there would be benefits, it is clear that there would be substantial costs associated with this
program. These include: :

.The costs of pre-paid postage of the product registration cards that are returmned.

.The costs of designing and printing the product registration cards. (Because the petition requires that each
card carry the name and model number of the product purchased, a new set of cards would be required for
each of the thousands of stock keeping units manufactured by each company. This would eliminate any
possible economies of scale that might otherwise be achieved.}.

.The costs of !ogisﬁcs and tagging to ensure that each garment is sold with the correct tag.
.The costs associated with reporting to the CPSC the return rates of the praduct registration cards.
_The costs associated with developing and maintaining a record retention systém for these cards.

Gerber Childrenswear, Inc. concludes that if this proposal is accepted by the CPSC, apparel and footwear companies
would incur enormous costs to produce and distribute accurate product registration cards, the vast majority of which
will end up in the trash ten minutes after the consumer has reached home. At the same time, apparel and footwear
companies will be asked to maintain an accurate product registration database which would significantly increase the
cost of apparel and footwear products to consumers with marginal, if any, effect. Common sense dictates that the
time and labor involved in maintaining files on product registration cards for a firm such as Gerber Childrenswear,
Inc. which sells over 150 million garments per year would not justify the substantially increased prices which
consumers would be forced to pay.

We strongly objeét to this proposal and urge the CPSC to dismiss the petition.

Thank you in advance for your favorable consideration, and if you have any questions, please don’t hesitate to
contact me, '

‘Sincerely™

Edward Kittredge
EK/tn
cc: Kevin Burke, President, American Apparel and Footwear Association
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Consumer Product Safety Commission
Office of the Secretary
Washington, DC 2¢207

September 20, 2001
RE: Petition CP- 01-07 Petition for Product Registration Cards

On behalf of S. Schwab Company, Inc. | am writing to express strong opposition to
the proposal of the Consumer Federation of America to require a Consumer
Registratior, Card for Products intended for Children.

.'Our company manufactures and sells Little Me and Ralph Lauren infants and
chilgren's sleepwear and playwear.

We oppose this proposat for the simple reason that it would have a negligible impact
in promoting safety or providing for more efficient recalis at enormous expense on the
part of manufacturers, importers and retailers. We believe this proposal fails any
cost/benefit analysis by delivering marginal benefit to consumers at significant costs.
Product recalls for apparel and footwear are already handled in a fairly effective
manner. First and foremost, apparel and footwear companies do their utmost to
ensure compliance with the pertinent regulations, including flammability, smali parts,
sharp edges (primarily on shoes), drawstrings, and lead paint in components like
buttons and zippers. In those rare occasions where a potentially unsafe ciothing
product or defect does appear in the marketplace, manufacturers and retailers swiftly
take those steps necessary to recall the product at the various stages of the
distribution chain.

Garments already carry a number of hang tags and other labels that convey important
consumer, safety, care, and origin information that is deemed important by Congress
or federal agencies, including he CPSC. The addition of a product regisfration card to
each garment would interfere with these federal markings, including safety markings
for children's snug fitting sleepwear, increasing the likelihood that none of these
messages is read or uncerstood at the point of purchase.

Customers, especially for clothing and footwear items, are generally not interested in
returning product registration cards for such products, primarily because of the
perception that many of these producis will be short lived or because they are
relatively inexpensive. Even though the cards would be postage paid, customers are
still not fikely to go through the hassle involved in filing out and returning such cards.
Similarly, even though the cards would state that the information would be used only
in the event of a recall, customers are not likely to risk that many will no doubt
perceive to be a loss of privacy to provide such information fo the retailer or
manufacturer. ' '

b]

RO ;;\‘\

el

LEQONARD C. SCHWAR

LeQ v 524

Exscutive Vice President

Post Office Box 1742

Cumberland, Maryland 21501
Tel: 301,729.4488
Fax: 301,729.0065

lschwab@sschwab.com
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The apparel and footwear industries generally do not use product registration cards.
Howeves, experience with similar exercises, which often carry an inducement for the
customer to return the requested information, yields extremely low retum rates. Given
the concerns noted in the preceding paragraph, we would expect this product
registration scheme to achieve even lower return rates. :

The proposal requires, for the small percentage of cards actually returned, that the
manufacturer retain the cards on file for 20 years or the useful life of the product,
whichever is longer. For man of our products, it is impossible to know when the useful
life o the product ends. Many of the children’s items our members produce and selt
are durable enough to be passed down to siblings or other chiidren. At the same
time, other clothing and shoe items may be discarded after only one user. In addition,
children’s clothing and shoes that are involved in recall actions represent a very, very
small fraction of the apparel and footwear sold for children each year. Consequently,
firms will be maintaining information for decades relating to goods that wili never be
subject to a recall.

Even if consumers do return these cards at a reasonable rate, we are unsure how this
will significantly improve recalls. Currently, consumers find out about recalls through
a variety of information sources. Typically, they may see something in USA Today,
* hear the CPSC Chair speak about a product on The Today Show or local news, and
evamine whether the similar product they use is covered by the recall alert.
Supplementing those sources with the product registration card system will not
necessarily reach more consumers than these existing and relatively effective
channels.

_For example, over the minimum 20-year period, many of the address cards will
becorne outdated as people move from one place to another. According to the U.S.
Census, 16-18 percent of the U.S. population moves every year. Given the mobility of
the U.S. population, over a 20-year period, the freshness of the information in the
database will be greatly reduced.

In addition, many apparel and footwear items for children are purchased as gifts by
relatives and friends or passed on through thrift shops, garage sales, and church
bazaars. In each of these cases, the initial purchaser of the item is not the end user
-of the item so the effectiveness of the product registration database would be greatly
diluted. :

The CPSC should also exercise caution in weaning the public away from the
traditional methods of recall alerts that it has worked so hard over the past few years
to develop. Individuals who fill out a registration card may start to “lune out” existing
types of recall alerts unless the company specifically notifies them (even if the recall
covers the product they have purchased). Then, if the recall nofice generated by the
product registration database fails (because the data was lost, the card was never
received, etc), the consumer may never receive the information.

While it is unclear if there would be benefits, it is clear that there would be substantial
costs associated with the program. These include:

e The costs of pre-paid postage of the product registration cards that are
returned;

e The costs of designing and printing the product registration cards. (Because
the petition requires that each card carry the name and model number of the
product purchased, a new set of cards would be required for each of the
thousands of stock keeping units manufactured by each company. This
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would eliminate any possible economies of scale that might otherwise be
achieved.)

« The costs of logistics and tagging to ensure that each garment is sold with the
correct tag.

o The costs associated with reporting to the CPSC the return rates of the
product registration cards. :

e The costs associated with developing and maintaining a record retention
system for these cards. ‘

In a years time we manufacture over 5,000 styles and approximately 20,000,000
pieces of merchandise. Considering the cost of production, cost of attachment and
postage at an average of $.25/card this would amount to approximately $5,000,000.
This cost would be passed on to the consumer; an unnecessary expense that is
unwanted. In addition to this we would not be able to house 400,000,000 cards
(20,000,000 X 20 years) in our current facilities.

Our conclusion is that, if this proposal is accepted by the CPSC, apparel and footwear
companies would incur enormous costs to produce and distribute accurate product
registration cards, the vast majority of which witt end up in the trash ten minutes after
the consumer has reached home. A t the same time, they will be asked to maintain
an accurate product registration database of a small subset of their customers with
information that is mostly useless and which holds no benefit for improving consumer
safety.

We strongly object to this proposal and urge the CPSC to dismiss this petition.

g
i

Leonard C. Schwab_
Executive Vice President
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AUBURN HOSIERY MILLS, INC.

1333 BROADWAY, SUITE 700, NEW YORK, NY 10018
TEL (212) 268-5100 FAX (212) 736-9039

E-MAIL: WILSOCKS@WORLDNET.ATT.NET

SR
-C—:u; ‘:‘
[ ;
Via Fax (301) 504-0127 and Mail bl - J
o -
September 21, 2001 N
b
Office of the Secretary - Lt e
L

Consumer Product Safety Commission
Washington, D.C. 20207

Opposition to CPSC Proposed Product Registration Cards
Petition CP 01-01 Petition for Product Registration Cards

Subject:

Dear Sir/Madam:
On behalf of Auburn Hosiery Mills, Inc., which consists of our knitting plant in Adairville, KY, and our finishing plant
in Auburn, KY, I am writing to express strong opposition to the proposal of Consumer Federation of America to
require 2 Consumer Registration Card for products intended for children. -

manufacturer of children’s hosiery. Auburn Hosiery sells over 10 million pairs per year, ranging in

3.00 at retail. If the CPSC proposal was adopted, the paperwork and record keeping costs
arments with very little marginal benefit to consumers.

We are a leading
price from $1.00to $
would significantly increase the retail cost ofourg

Product recalls for apparel and footwear are already handled in an effective manner. First and foremost, apparel
footwear companies do their utmost to ensure compliance with the pertinent regulations, inchuding flammability, small
parts, sharp edges (primarily on shoes), drawstrings, and lead paint in components like buttons and zippers. In those
rare occasions where a potentially unsafe clothing product or defect does appear in the marketplace, manufacturers
and retailers swifily take those steps necessary to recall the product at the various stages of the distribution chain.

and

Garments already carry a number of hang tags and other jabels that convey important consumer, safetj, care, and
origin information that is deemed important by Congress or federal agencies, including the CPSC. The addition of a
product registration card to each garment would interfere with these federal markings, including safety markings for

children's snug fitting sleepwear, increasing the likelihood that none of these messages is read or understood at the

point of purchase.

EXCLUSIVE LICENSEES OF THESE GREAT BRANDS

Wikson, E ££C§g§03?§EE

'SPORT SOCKS COMPANY

T
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Office of the Secretary, Consumer Product Safety Commission
September 21, 2001 -
Page 2

Consumers of clothing and footwear items are generally not interested in returning product registration cards for such
products, primarily because of the perception that many of these products will be short lived or because they are
relatively inexpensive. Even though the cards would be postage paid, consumers are still not likely to go through the
hassle involved in filling out and returning such cards. Similarly, even though the cards would state that the
information would be used only in the'event of a recall, consumers are not likely to risk what many will no doubt

_ perceive to be a loss of privacy to provide such information to the retailer or manufacturer.

The-appare! and footwear industries generally do not use product registration cards. However, experience with
similar exercises, which often carry an inducement for the consumer to return the requested information, yields
extremely low return rates. Given the concerns noted in the preceding paragraph, we would expect this product
registration scheme to achieve even lower return rates. .

The proposal requires, for the small percentage of cards actually returned, that the manufacturer retain the cards on
fle for 20 years or the useful life of the product, whichever is longer. For many of our products, it is impossible to
inow when the useful life of the product ends. Many of the children's items our members produce and sell are
durable enough to be passed down to siblings or other children. At the same time, other clothing and shoe items may
be discarded after only one user. In addition, children’s clothing and shoes that are involved in recall actions
represent a very, very small fraction of the apparel and footwear sold for children each year. Consequently, firms will
be maintaining information for decades relating to goods that will never be subject to a recall.

Even if consumers do return these cards at a reasonable rate, we are unsure how this will significantly improve recalls.
Currently, consumers find out about recalls through a variety of information sources. Typically, they may see
something in USA Today, hear the CPSC Chair speak about a product on The Today Show or local news, and
examine whether the similar product they use is covered by the recall alert. Supplementing those sources with the
product registration card system will not necessarily reach more consumers than these existing and relatively effective
channels.

For example, over the minimum 20-year period, many of the address cards will become outdated as people move
from one place to another. According to the U.S. Census, 16-17 percent of the U.S. population moves every year.
Given the mobility of the U.S. population, over a 20-year period, the freshness of the information in the database will
be greatly reduced. :

In addition, many apparel and footwear items for children are purchased as gifts by relatives and friends or passed on
through thrift shops, garage sales, and church bazaars. In each of these cases, the initial purchaser of the item is not
the end user of the item so the effectiveness of the product registration database would be greatly diluted.

The CPSC should also exercise caution in weaning the public away from the traditional methods of recall alerts that it
has worked so hard over the past few years to develop. Individuals who fill out a registration card may start to “tune
out” existing types of recall alerts unless the company specifically notifies them (even if the recall covers the product
they have purchased). Then, if the recall notice generated by the product registration database fails (because the data
was lost, the card was never received, etc.), the consumer may never receive the information.
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Office of the Secretary, Consumer Product Safety Commission
September 21, 2001
Page 3

While it is unclear if there would be beneﬁté, it is clear that there would be substantial costs associated with this
program. These include: '

e The costs of pre-paid postage of the product registration cards that are returned.

o The costs of designing and printing the product registration cards. (Because the petition requires that each
card carry the name and model number of the product purchased, a new set of cards would be required for
each of the thousands of stock keeping units manufactured by each company. This would eliminate any
possible economies of scale that might otherwise be achieved.).

»  The costs of logistics and tagging to ensure that sach garment is sold with the correct tag.

o The costs associated with reporting to the CPSC the return rates of the product registration cards.

e The costs associated with developing and maintaining a record retention system for these cards.
Auburn Hosiery Mills, Inc. concludes that if this proposal is accepted by the CPSC, appare! and footwear companies
would incur enormous costs to produce and distribute accurate product registration cards, the vast majority of which
will end up in the trash ten minutes after the consumer has reached home. At the same time, appare! and footwear

companies will be asked to maintain an accurate product registration database which would significantly increase the
cost of apparel and footwear products to consumers with marginal, if any, effect. Common sense dictates that the

time and labor involved in maintaining files on product registration cards for a firm such as Auburn Hosiery Mills, Inc.

which sells over 10 million garments per year would not justify the substantially increased prices which consumers
would be forced to pay.

We strongly object to this proposal and urge the CPSC to dismiss the petition.

Thank you in advance for your favorable consideration, and if you have any questions, please do not hesitate to
contact me.

Sincerely,

Kevin Angliss
President, C.0.C.

KKA/sh

cc: Kevin Burke, President, American Apparel and Footwear Association
Senator Mitch McConnell (Fax # 202-224-2499)
Senator Jim Bunning (Fax # 202-228-1373)
Congressman Ron Lewis (Fax # 202-226-2019)
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S. Goldberg & Co., Inc.
20 East Broadway
Hackensack, NJ 07601

201-342-1200

September 24, 2001

Office of the Secretary
Consumer Product Safety Commission
Washington, DC 20207

Re:  Petition CP 01-01 Petition for Product Registration Cards
On behalf of S. Goldberg & Co., Inc., I am writing to express strong opposition to the
proposal of Consumer Federation of America to require a Consumer Registration Card

for Products Intended for Children.

S. Goldberg & Co., Inc. is a 105-year-old manufacturer, exporter and importer of
children’s footwear. We employ 450 workers in the NY Metropolitan area.

We oppose this proposal for the simple reason that it would have a negligible impact in

promoting safety or providing for more efficient recalls at enormous expense on the part
of manufacturers, importers and retailers. We believe this proposal fails any cost/benefit
analysis by deliverinz marginal benefit to consumers at significant costs.

Product recalls for footwear are already handled in a fairly effective manner. First and
foremost, footwear companies do their utmost to ensure compliance with the pertinent
regulations, including small parts, sharp edges, laces, and lead paint in footwear
components. In those rare occasions where 2 potentially unsafe footwear defect does
appear in the marketplace, footwear manufacturers and retailers swiftly take those steps
necessary to recall the product at the various stages of the distribution chain.

Footwear already carries number of hang tags and other labels that convey important
consumer, safety, care, and origin information that is deemed important by Congress or
federal agencies, including the CPSC. The addition of a product registration card to each
- pair of footwear would interfere with these federal markings, including safety markings,
‘increasing the likelihood that none of these messages is read or understood at the point of
purchase. '
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Customers, especially for footwear customers, are generally not interested in returning
product registration cards for such products, primarily because of the perception that
many of these products will be short lived or because they are relatively inexpensive.
Even though the cards would be postage paid, customers are still not likely to go through
the hassle involved in filling out and returning such cards. Similarly, even though the
cards would state that the information would be used only in the event of a recall,
customers are not likely to risk what many will no doubt perceive to be a loss of privacy
to provide such information to the retailer or manufacturer. - :

The footwear industry generally does not use product registration cards. However,
experience with similar exercises, which often carry an inducement for the customer to
return the requested information, yields extremely low retumn rates. Given the concerns
noted in the preceding paragraph, we would expect this product registration scheme to
achieve even lower retum rates.

The proposal requires, for the small percentage of cards actually returned, that the
manufacturer retain the cards on file for 20 years or the useful life of the product,
whichever is longer. Children’s footwear rarely lasts more than one year primarily due to
the rapid growth of a child’s foot and is not passed down to siblings. In addition,
children’s footwear that is involved in recall actions represent a very, very small fraction
of footwear sold for children each year. Consequently, firms will be maintaining
information for decades relating to goods that will never be subject to a recall.

Even if consumers do return these cards at a reasonable rate, we are unsure how this will
significantly improve recalls. Currently, consumers find out about recalls through a
variety of infornmation sources. Typically, they may see something in USA Today or hear
the CPSC Chair speak about a product on The Todav Show and examine whether the
similar product they use is covered by the recall alert. Supplementing those sources with
the product registration card system will not necessarily reach more consumers than these
existing and reletively effective channels.

For example, over the minimum 20-year period, many of the address cards will became
outdated as people move from one place to another. According to the U.S. Census, 16-17
percent of the U.S. population moves every year. Given the mobility of the U.S.
population, over a 20-year period, the freshness of the information in the database will be
greatly reduced. ‘

The CPSC should also exercise caution in weaning the public away from the traditional
methods of recall alerts that it has worked so hard over the past few years to develop.
Individuals who fill out a registration card may start to “tune out” existing types of recall
alerts unless the company specifically notifies them (even if the recall covers the product
they have purchased). Then, if the recall notice generated by the product registration
. database fails (because the data was lost, the card was never received, etc), the consumer
may never recéive the information. '
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While it is unclear if there would be benefits, it is clear that there would be substantial
costs associated with this program. These include:

v The costs of pre-paid postage of the product registration cards that are
returned;

v The costs of designing and printing the product registration cards. (Because
the petition requires that each card carry the name and model number of the
product purchased, a new set of cards would be required for each of the
thousands of stock keeping units manufactured by each company. This would
eliminate any possible economies of scale that might otherwise be achieved.);

v The costs of logistics and tagging to ensure that each pair of footwear is sold
with the correct tag;

v The costs associated with reporting to the CPSC the return rates of the product
- registration cards; and

v The cosis associated with developing and maintaining a record retention
system for these cards.

We manufacture no less than 1000 different styles of children’s footwear each season or
between 5 and 7 million pair per year. Our recall rate over the past 105 years is zero and
our defect rate is less than 2/10 of 1%, in spite of 2 liberal “no questions asked” policy at
the retail level.

Our conclusion is that, if this proposal is accepted by the CPSC, footwear companies
would incur enormous costs to produce and distribute accurate product registration cards,
the vast majority of which will end up in the trash ten minutes after the consumer has
reached home. At the same time, they will be asked to maintain an accurate product
registration database of a small subset of their customers with information that is mostly
useless and which holds no benefit for improving consumer safety.

We strongly object to this proposal and urge the CPSC to dismiss the petition.
Sincerely, -

S. Goldberg & Co., Inc.

Thomas P. Meehan
Vice President & Secretary
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" stevenson, Todd A.

From: Tom Meehan ftom@sgfootwear.com}

Sent: Monday, September 24, 2001 3:37 PM

To: cpsc-os@cpsc.gov

Subject: Petition CP01-01 - Petition for Product Registration Cards

CPSC Registration
Cand.doc Gentlemen,

please find attached our opinion document concer
's apparel and footwear.

Registration Cards on all children

Sincerely,
5. Goldberg & Co., Inc.

Thomas P. Meehan
viece President & Secretary

ning the CPSC proposal to require Product
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ATTORNEYS AT LAW

AARON LOCKER
THEQDTRE M. GREENBER®
FREDERICK B. LOTKER
JEFFREY M. LOCKER

420 FIFTH AVENUE, NEW YORK, N.JY. 1008

teL2) 391-5200
TELECOPIER (212) I31-2035

DAVID N. BERAININ
aF COUNZEL

-
September 24, 2001

Via Fax (301)504-0127 & Mail

R At T e et il

~ The Office of the Secretary
Consumer Product Safety Commission
Washington, DC 20207

Re: Petition CP 01-01- Petition for Product Reoistration cards

Gentlemen:

We represent Toy Industry Association, Inc. (“TIA™) (formerly Toy Manufacturers of
America, Inc.) a not-for-profit trade association composed of two hundred and fity (250)
eanufacturers of toys and games whose aggregate sales at the retail level exceed $25 billion
apnually. Members of TIA are global in character and menufacture and sell approximately 85% to
90% of all toys in the United States today and about 40% of all toys sold throughout the world. .

We submit these comuents in response and opposition to the petition of the Consumer
Federation of America (CFA), which the Commission has docketed pursuant to the provisions of
Section 16 (b) of the Consumer Product Safety Act (CPSA), 145 U.S.C. § 2065(b). The CFA
petition asked the Commission to issue a rule that would require manufacturers (or distributors, -

 retailers or importers) of products intended for children to provide a Consumer Safety
Regjstration Card (CSRC) along with every product sold. More specifically, the CFA petition

seeks a CSRC card which would:
1. collect only that information nécded to contact the purchaser (name and address or
e-mail address). '

2. Be postage-paid by the manufacturer (or distributor, retailer, or importer).

Be pre-labeled by the manufacturer (or distributor, retailer, or importer) with the
name and mode} number of the product purchased.

':J)
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4, Contain a statement that the information collected will be used only in the event
that the manufacturer needs to contact the purchaser to convey recall or other
jmportant safety information. '

Section 16 (b) of the CPSA aﬁthorizes the Commission to require roanufacturers, private
1abelers and distributors of consumer products to “establish and maintain such records, make sach

=T Yeports, and providé such information as the Tomimission may, by rule, reasonably require for the
purposes of inplementing this Act, or to determine compliance with rules or orders prescribed
under this Act.” '

1. The CFA. Petition Seeks 2 Remedy Whick the Commission May Not
Reasonably Require for the Purpose of Implementing the CPSA.

A.  The CSRC Program Will Not Be Effective and | '
Therefore Cannot Reasonably be Required

Bvery year the Commission in the course of its inplementation of the Transferred Acts
and the Consumer Product Safety Act engages in mandatory or voluntary recalls affecting less
than 300 products intended for use by childrep. It is not known by TIA how many products are
made and intended for use by children by manufacturers who are not in the toy industry. In the
toy industry alone, however, more than 125,000 different toy products are sold each year and
‘more than 3,365 billion individual toys in prices ranging from less than 81 to as much as $300 or
$400 for complex electronic toys and games are sold annually. Billions of other juvenile products,
sporting goods articles of clothing, shoes, items of personal care and adorpment are probably sold
in addition to the billions of individual toys sold by the toy industry.

When enacting the Consumer Product Safety Act, the Congress rejected the provisions of

a Senate Bill (S 3419) which authorized the Commission to establish procedures to be followed
by manufacturers or importers of a consumer product in securing and maintaining the names and
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addresses of the first purchasers (other than dealers or distributors) of consumer products for
which safety standards had been propmlgated.!

The rejected Sepate bill would have required the Commission to consider the burden
imposed upon the manufacturer or importer by requiring the maintenance of the pames and
addresses including the cost to consumers of the maintenance. The provisions of Section 9 (f) of

..the Consumer Product Safety Act currently require the Commission to undertake a cost-bepefit

'See Conference Report Page 54 {Note: Senate bill proposed giving jurisdiction over all
consumer products to the Food and Drug Administration which has a single Commissioner].

“The Senate bill also authorized the Commissioner to establish, by order at any time,
procedures to be followed by manufacturers, or importers of 2 consumer product required
to conform to a consumer product safety standard, inchuding procedures to be followed by
distributors, dealers and consumers to assist manufacturers or importers in securing and
maintaining the names and addresses of the first purchasers (other than dealers or
distributors) of consumer products for which consumer product safety standards had been
promulgated. These procedures were to be reasonable for the particular type or class of
consumer products for which they were prescribed. In determining whether to require the
maintenance of the pames and addresses of the first purchasers, the Commissioner was to
cousider the severity of the injury that could have resulted if a consumer product had not
been manfactured in compliance with an applicable consumer product safety standard,
the Iikelihood that a particular type or class of consumer products would not have been
manufactured in compliance with an applicable consumer product safety standard, and the
burden imposed upon the manufacturer or importer by requiring the maintenance of the
names and addresses of the first purchasers (including the cost to consumers of the
maintenance). - '

“House - the House inspection and recordkeeping provisions did not contain any specific
provisions similar to the above Senate provisions and its recordkeeping provision was
applicable to every manufacturer, private labeler, or distributor of a consumer product,
whether or not required to conform to a consumer product safety standard. However, the
House amendiment did authorize the Commission to require by rule manufacturers, private
labelers, and distributors to establish and maintain such records as may be required to
implement the Act, .

“Conference substitute (§16) - The Senate recedes.”
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analysis in the promulgation of consumer product safety rules under the Consumer Product
Safety Act. More specifically, the Cormission is required to make a finding and shall not
promulgate a consumer product safety rule unless it finds and includes such finding in the rule that
the benefits expected from the rule bear a reasonable relationship to its costs. [See CPSA Section
9 (B3)E)). As shown below, the staggering costs involved in the CSRC program would
preclude the promulgation of 2 rule mandating the CSRC. Fairly accurate calculations of costs
involved in maintaining a product warranty program provide a reasonable basis for estimating the

4 At e i it 8 08

Cost of producing CSRC cards in bulk
(between 100,000 and 1,000,000 at a time)

Postage charge per CSRC card - .
Qualified Business Reply Mail (QBRM)
Bar Code - pre-sort first class rate

U.S. special handling postage per CSRC card
QBRM Bar Code pre-sort first class rate

Handling, ihcluding insertion of cards
in packages and retrieval of cards

Receipt, handling, storage and electronic
database conversion of information contained

" on cards

Estimated cost per card of program to

 the toy industry

intended for use by children which would be subject to the C
that it could double or triple the costs to be experienced by
will be reduced by 15 cents per card if not all consumers r

CEDLDE _armd

R L e o L 5 bk

costs involved in establishing 2 CSRC program. These are itemized as follows: .

- - - bl e A b L b AT A T T - -

6 cents each

18 cents each

5 cents each
10 cents each

15 cents each

54 cents each

The annual cost alone for the 3.365 billion individual toys sold would be over $1.8 billion.
TIA is unable at this time to estimate the additional costs for other products

L DY

etum the CSR_C

SRC program-but there is little doubt
the toy industry. Argnably these costs
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card. Itis recognized that even when expensive warranty items are sold, the return rate for
warranty cards often does not exceed 20%.% If this were true in the case of toys, would the
CSRC program be truly efféctive if 20 %% or less returned cards? Would it be cost-effective in
any case? These costs would inevitably be passed on to consumers. As calculated above, CSRC
costs for the toy industry could be more than 7% of toy industry sales anoually. '

‘Moreover, several additional problems reducing cost-effectiveness become apparent:

L.... ..Low rates of return, especially for lower-price items, based 'on experience with =

LR Ve R

warranty cards. Low incentive for consumer to complete and wail cards.

i, Deterioration of mailing fist (6-10 percent or more of households change addresses
each year, depending on demographics; the rate is higher for households with
young children).

1. Many product users are not original purchasers (e.g. products given as gifts or
used products).

iv. Many toys are sold without packages - adding packaging or attachment of
CSRC cards would materially add to the costs of the program for these toys,

v, Large-scale burden for many companies to implement such a |
program - administrative, data entry, and record keeping requirements for
massive amounts of data generated from hundreds of thousarids of products, with
only 2 minute proportion ever likely to need retsieval for product recall purposes.

vi Extra costs that would arise from the incentives for buyers to improve buyer return
rate (e.g., discounts, cash inducements). ' -

vii . The CSRC program is not feasible for lower cost jtems because (a) costs of a card
program per unit, although identical across product lines, would represent a much
higher fraction of the cost for low-price products; and (b) consumers have less
incentive to register low-price products. |

*According to a survey by the Juvenile Products Manufacturers Association whose

menmbership manufactures child restraint systems for use in motor vehicles, less than 12% of
consumers register their child restraint systems with the manufacturer even though FMVSS 213,

the federal standard for child restraint systems, requires manufacturers to instruct consumers to

do so (See 85.6.2.2. All child restraint manufacturers currently provide registration cards
enabling consumers to register their child restraint systems.

[l S VP N A
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B. The CPSC May Not Reasonably Require Thousands of
Unregulated Children's Product Manufacturers to Employ the
CSRC Program Under Section lﬁ(b‘) of the CPSA

The Congress rejected a provision in the Senate Bill (S-3419) which would have

. authorized the Commission when promulgating a specific product safety rule to require
manufacturers of the product to accurnulate, assemble and maintain the names and ad
first purchasers of the product, The rejected provisions directed the Commission to consider the
burden imposed upon manufacturers or importers inclading the cost to consumers for the
commencement and maintenance of such a program. The CSRC program urged by CFA seeks
application to all children's products whether or not regulated. There are thousands of
manufacturers of all kinds of products intended for use by children many of which are not
regulated by a specific rule under the FHSA, the CPSA or the Transferred Acts. These include
an infinite variety of sporting goods, clothing, children's accessories and shoes, books and
statiopery, writing implements, jewelry and items of personal adornment, and juvenile products, as
well as toys. The promulgation of a CSRC rule applicable to all products of every kind or
description which are intepded for use by children whether or not regulated by rule under the
Transferred Acts or the CPSA would be ineffective and unduly burdensome. As such, it may not
reasonably be required for the purpose of implementing the Consumer Product Safety Act.

The implementation of a CSRC rule applied to non-regulated consumer products intepded
for use by children, in the opinion of TIA counsel, could ot be used to interpret or help enforce
Commission authority found elsewhere in the CPSA or the Transferred Acts, A rule that is not
connected to a different enforceable ruje, regulation or provision of the FHSA, the Transferred
Acts, or CPSA and that is not reasonably required to implement the CPSA may not be
promulgated by the CPSC, We have not located any authority permitting the Commission to
impose obligations unconnected to any other CPSA or Transferred Acts provision which would
permit the Commissjon to impose obligations on unregulated products. If any rule were to be
considered by the Commission it must reasonably relate to different enforceable provisions of
consumer product safety rules under the CPSA, rules classifying products as misbranded or
banned hazardous substances undey the FHSA or products regulated under the Transferred Acts.

Lt T Y Y RN T
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Over the years the Commission has developed a variety of recall activities which can be
undertaken by manufacturers to enhance recall effectiveness. There is no doubt that the
Commission wijl continue to do so. These include but are not limjted to, press releases, retail
posters, video news releases, press conferences, and, in some cases, voluntary paid advertising
directed to the recall of hazardous consumer products, '

The CPSA does not authorize the Commission to promulgate abstract rules relating to
- boregulated products. The CFA petition launches the Commission toward creation of the _

Commission under the CPSA, the FHSA or the Transferred Acts.

The CFA petition for a CSRC rule should be degjed.

Very tmiy yours,
LOCKER, GREE éERG RAININ, P.C.
Attorneys for Ta§ Intiustry Adsociation, Inc.

Y4

By: Pt S A e
v Aa:orffﬁocker

AlL:dd

FAWPEILESTMAICorments, TMA, Rogismatn sard 9791 wpd

TD. e mAma . -

infamous “Nanny State” and bears no reasonable relationship to those products regulated by the
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. Telephone: (212) 391-5200
Facsimile: (212) 391-2035

FACSIMILE COVER PAGE
TO: Office of the Secretary of CPSC
FROM: Aaron Locker
DATE: September 26, 2001

FAXNO.:  (301)504-0127

NO. OF PAGES (including cover): 8
If you do not receive legible copies of all pages, please cal} (21 2) 391-5200

CONFIDENTIAL AND PRIVILEGED
The information contained in this facsimile is privileged and confidential information intended for the sofe use of tha
addressee. If the reader of this facsimile Is not the inténded recipient or agent responsible for dalivering it to the
intended rscipient, you are hereby netified that any dissemination, distribution or copying of this communication is

strictly prohibited. If you have received this FAX in error, please immediately notify the person listed above, and
return the original message to the sender, '

COMMENTS:
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Consumer Product Safety Commission L 3
4330 East West Highway W
Bethesda, MD 20814 o i
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Comment on the Consumer Federation of America
Pefition Requesting a Rule Requiring Product Registration Cards
For Products Intended for Children
(66. Fed. Reg. 39737)

The CPSC's Thwarted Attempts to Improve Recail Response Rates -

(excerpt from it's No Accident: How Corporations Sell Dangarous Baby Products, E. Maria
Felcher, Common Courage Press, 2001, pp. 91-98)

The recall nofification method the CPSC most often urges companies to use is
direct mail. | wWhat could be easier, the agency argues, than sending everyone who
. bought the product aletterg The problem is that most companies do not ccpture,lsiore,
and update customer name and address information for the purpose of recalls. Fora
number of reasons, maintaining consumer records Is not a task most infant product
maoanufaciurers are wﬁ![ing to undertake.

in 1999, fed up with the high number of recalis 6nd low consumer response rates,
CPSC officials wondered if it was fime for the government o require infant product
manufcch;rers to keep frack of their customers. The agency conveqed a cne-day

"Recall Effectiveness Forum” to discuss the problem.t Industry executives, consumer
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advocates, and federal regulators gave prepared speeches and, in a forum that was at
fimes quite lively, debated the pros and cons of tfracking buyers of baby equipment.

CPSC officials chcmpioned the idea of Consumer Safety Awareness Cards —
cusfomer registration cards that would be packaged with frequently recalled infant
products such as portable cribs, high chairs, and strollers. The idea was a simple one:
Consumers would fill out their name, oddres#, and phone number on the Safety
Awareness Card, then retum it fo the manufacturer. The manufacturer would store the
information and use it fo notify consumers if the product was recalied. Registration cards
would be a quick, direct way for manutacturers to reach their customers.

As soon as Chairman Brown and her Recall Compliance staff finished their
opening remarks, o-bjecﬁons to @ new safety system began to fly. Marufacturers hated
the idea. Rick Locker, a defense lawyer who represents the Juvenile Products
Manufacturers of America, the Toy Manufacturers of America, and a host of individual
. manufacturers, argued: " . . . an old-style registration card, which requires consumers to
actually take the card and to fill it out and to mail it back, is not necesscrily or particularly
going to be effective on a variety of product categories . . . it's like the old adage, 'you
can lead a horse to water but you can't always make it. drink.'"i Throughout the doy.
Locker insisted that if manufacturers were 16 spénd fime and money on a safety card
system, consumers would fail o do their poﬁ by filling out the cards. Other industry
represehfoﬁves echoed this prediction, untit CPSC c:ssisio_nt executive director of
complionCe Alan Schoem silenced them. “Of course, this is all putting the responsibility
on somebody other than the manufacturer of the product, and other than the retailer of
the product,” said Schoem, * . . . and what we may want to focus more on is the
" manufacturers' and retaflers’ responsibility to get recall nofices out to the consumer, 1héir
cu.sfomer who bought their product."® Retailers, like manufacturers, are also hesitant to |

insfitute product registrafion. Why2 The cost of collecting the information and sending
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letters to owners during recalls would be “astronomical,” explained Mallory Duncan, vice
president and general counﬁel of the National Retail Federation. “This idea is not ready
for prime time."w |

Product registration is_ not a new idea. In 1993, the National Highway
Transportation Safety Administration {NHTSA) p.c'ssed a law requiring manufaciurers to
include a registration card with new child car seais.v {Caf seats are the only durable
infant product not regulated by the CPSC.) After consumers‘ return theé cards, postage
free, the manufacturer maintains their contact information for six years and nbﬁﬁes them
in the event of arecall. The cost of this system to manufacturers is estimated to be
between thirty cents and one dollar per unit.v

The impetus for car seat registration came during the late 1980s, when NHTSA
regulators redlized that car seats were being recalled at a rate of 10-12 models per year,
with consumer response rates as low as 20 percent. By comparison, each year the CPSC
recalls about one hundred children's products [not including car seats), with consumer
response rates stuck ot ]0;30 percent, Clearly, a strong cése can be made for affixing
product registration cards to other baby products.

Car seat regisiration was a hofly contested topic at the CPSC Recdll Forum, The
CPSC and c.onsumer advocates argued that indusiry has an obligation to its customers
to replicate th_e car-seat registration progrom for frequently recalled baby producis.
Industry re;;reseniaﬁves claimed consur.ners would be the weak link in such a program.
Consumers, they insisted, would be suspicious of any card enclosed in a new product
box, believing it to be just another marketing tool. NHTSA officials countered by
re\)ec!ing that 50 percent of new car-seat buyers registered their purchﬁse. industry
rgpreSentcﬁves-objeciéd, claiming their numbers were closer o 20 percent. By the close
'of- the Recalt Forum, industry leaders had made their position clear: They are unlikely to

institute product registration voluniarily, and it CPSC regulotors push for mandatory
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- registration, they will ban fogether and put up a fight. Educating consumers on the
importance of infant product registration, the monufocfur.ers implied, is not their job.
“I'm having trouble finding what the downside is for manufacturers to gather this

kind of information,” said Sclly Greenberg, a lawyer with Consumers Union, at the end of
the day. “I've sat and listened patiently to manufodurers discuss this issue. But | would
think, even from a product liability perspechve, they would wczni to be able to say that
they hc:ve this kind of informahon for purchasers of their products, they have contacted |
the consumers in the event of a recall, and they have really done their best to try to get
that information out there,"vi

When it comes fo notifying the public of a product recali, the CPSC has its hands
fied. By law, the agency can require a company to ofier consumers o prédﬁc? repair,
refund, or replacement - but there is no law stipulating how manufacturers must deliver
this news, nor is there a requirement that the compcﬁny demonsirate consumers actually
hearit. Asis always the case, if the CPSC thinks a manufacturer should be making a
greater effort, and the manufacturer refuses to do so, the agency can sUe. But fo do so
is a long, expensive process that the beleogu.eréd agency canill afford Vi@

rrustrated wh‘h‘ manufacturers' half-hearted efforts to pub!icize recalls, CPSC
officials maintain they are doing the best they can. i's all a matter of ?rcdeoffs, they say.
When a manufacturer refuses to advertise a recall, the CPSC is forced to look for the
nexi—best solution. If the company is unwilling fo pay for advertising, but agrees to
| produce a video news release, the CPSC can either accept the plan, or launch an
expensive IonuEt to force the company fo cooperate. Reflecting on the agency's
fough bind, one official said succincily, “we frade away paid advertising."ix

“The reason [manufacturers] go into ihis is to make a profit," says Mary Ellen Fise,
general counse! for the Consumer Federation of America. “In exchange, they have the

responsibility not to injure or kil someone. Manufacturers have this enormous
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responsibility, yet the CPSC can't force them \‘o.ioke it. The CPSC doesn't have the
resources 1o litigate every case.”
What the CPSC and Manufacturers Know about Recall Effectiveness

There is no subject more likely to elicit excuses, finger-poinfing, misleading
statistics, and half-fruths than the issue of recall effectiveness. The CPSC ang
mc:nufc:anrer; are equally guilty, and for good reasoné Recall effectiveness is the
bottom-ine measure of how ‘seriously they take infant safety. As CPSC Choirrﬁcn Ann
Brown has said, "The effectiveness of our recalls is really a life and death situation.”s
Each time consumer response to an infant product recall hovers between ten and thirty
percent, everyone locks bad. |

On the surface, figuring out whether a recali has been effective appearsfobe a
simple calculation: Simply divide the number of people responding fo a recall [by
confacting the company for a product repair kit, .refund, or replacement)} by the number
of units sold. But idiosyncrasies in the way consumers purchase and use infant products
makes the éolcu]oﬁon, known as a “completion rate” or “consumer resp?nse rate,”
considerably more messy. Parents often throw away or sfore these products in an atfic
after infants outgrow them. Therefore, manufacturers argue, the completion rate should
be the number of recalled products repaired, replaced, or refunded, divided by the |
number of products still in circulation, rather than the larger universe of products sold.
The point is a valid one. But “circulation” data doesn't exist, While.c:onsumer goods
marketers are adept at using sophisticated statistical models to predict product sales,
they have yet o develop methods-of estimating circulation rates of infant products.
Manufacturers certainly haQe the ability to make these calculations. What's lacking is
 their mofivation 1o do so.
After the fact emerged that the portable crib that killed Danny Keysar had been

recalled five years before his death, a Chicago Tribune reporter asked Kolcraft and the
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four other manufacturers that had recalled cribs with this faulty design for their consumer

response ratesd Both Kolcraft {11,600 cribs sold) and Cenfury Products (212,000 cribs

sold) claimed they didn't know how many consumers they had reached. Evenfio {1.2

million cribs sold) estimated ifs response rate to be 10 percent. Baby Trend's (100,000

~ cribs sold) rate was 17 percéni. Draco {13,000 cribs sold) had gone out of business. More

than one million of these deadly cribs are still unaccounted for.

The CPSC started to womry about low recall response rates in the lé?Os, sbon after
initiating its first recall. in 1979, after CPSC commissioners voted to place the issue 6n their
fist of top priorities, Chairman Susan King created a Recall Effectiveness Task Force.
Published in 1980, the Task Force's final report remains, to this day, the only
comprehensive documeﬁf on the topic. s

The bulk of the Task Fdrce report describes the CPSC’s efforts to gauge public
awareness of hairdryer recalls. The agency recalled millions of hairdryers when it was
revealed that they contained asbestos, a substance shown to be a serious health
hczard. CPSC stoff conducted telephone surveys 6f a randomly chosen national sample
of adult consumers, as well as a sample of ccliers to the CPSC hotline. The study
revealed the following:

+ 85 percent of hairdryer owners were aware that the presence of asbestos in a
hairdryer posed a health risk,

s 4.5 percent of consumers who owned the recalled hairdryers fook advantage of a
repair, refund, or replacement offer in response to a recall (the "completion rate"),
and

+ 32 percent of consumers stbpped using 1hefr hairdryer when they found out it had
been recalled.

This study quantified what CPSC regulators had suspected - that a sizable group

of consumers confinued to use recalled products even after news of a recalt had
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reached them. Th_e study then posed the next logical question: Why? The agency
discovered that "perceived seriousness” of the asbestos hazard played a key role in
determining whether or not a consumer stopped using the recalled product.
Apparently, the hairdryer recall notices didn't convince many consumers that the
product posed a serious health risk. Given the flaccid language of preseﬁi—dcy press
releases, it is easy to understand why these consumers were anoncemed.

At about the same time Chairman King's Recall Effectiveness report was
published, CPSC officials noticed that completion rates varied lwidely from one recall to
the next s Three product categories - televisions, major applicnces, and lawn mowers —
had completion rates of 70 percent, while the average completion rate for small
slechical oppliances was closer to 10 pe;cent. The cgenéy scrutinized 242 recalls to find
out why. Their findings were unambiguous: Recalls involving large numbers of relatively
inexpensive products with a useful fife of only a few years — a categery that includes
clm'ost all infant proaucfs —require "especially aggressive measures” o produce high
compl'eﬁon rates. The most effective "aggressive measure™ direct contact with product
owners, either by mail, telephone, or personal visit. -

Given these findings, it s not surprising that completion rates for infant products
remain so low. Not only do manufacturers rarely undertake dh"ect nofification measures
when a baby product is recalled, but as the Recall Effectiveness Forum demonsircied;
they are quick fo argue that these methods won't work.

in 1988, eight years ofter the CPSC's Task Force on Recali Effectiveness released
its findings, economists Dennis Murphy and Paul Rubin published “Deterﬁ'xincn‘.‘s of Recall
Success” in the Journal of Products Liabilityx~ Using state-of-the-art statistical techniques,
Murphy and Rubin iqlenﬁﬁed the factors that determine whether or not arecallis
effective. Like the CPSC, the economists found that recalls achieve the highest

completion rates when;
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+ product owners are directly nofified of the recall by mail,

+ the manufacturer offers an in-home repair {the least burdensome remedy for
consumers) cnd..

+ the product is one that appeals to a well-defined group of consumers‘who tend to
‘read the same specialized magazines and who are porﬁcblady anxious about 1hé
product’s safety.

-Like the CPSC's study, the implications of this research for infant product
manufacturers couldn't be moré clear: Simply tell consumers when a stroller, foddler_
bed, high chair, or portable ¢rib is recalled - via direct mail and well-targeted ads in
magazines such as Parent, Child, and American Baby - and complefion rates will rise.

| Such common-sense advice is not news to manuicciurers, and it is not an
accident that they choose to ignore it. Monuchiurers like Hasbro could blanket the
media with paid advertising when a product is recalled, but they don't. Instead, they
wait uniil six babies have been killed by a single product, then issue a press release with
the CPSC announcing a “Safe Child Reward.” Manufacturers like Evenfio could use
strong, clear language in recall press releases, but they don't. Instead, they choose to
blame parents for product failures, and, in thre case of its defective infani carrier, resist
the CPSC's efforts to notify parents of the product's danger»i Mcnufcc;furers like Baby
Trend could offer consumers a full refund when a product is recalled, but they don't.
Instead, they wait until a child is killed, then offer pcrem‘s_d l$5 “free gift." The
manufacturers’ frade organization, JPMA, could urge its members to enclose product
regisiration cards with their products, but it dc;esn'f. Instead, their lawyer argues that
registration cards oré a bad idea because consumers will fail to return iher_n. In sum, the
infant product industry could spend as much effon‘ getting recalled produds out of

circulation as it does getting them onto store shelves and into homes, but it doesn't.
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Whye Because recalls are bad for business. For the manufaciurers, concem for infant
safety is a noble godl, but only to the extent that it contriibutes to the botiom fine.

It is time for CPSC fo pass a rule that requires manufacturers to enclose a product
registration card in all products iniended.for chiidren. Under the current system,
manufacturers profit from the sale of these products, yet incur too few costs when a child

is injured or killed.

Respectfully,

et Bl

E. Marla Felcher, Ph.D.
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