














SECOND ADDITIONAL DEFENSE 

The complaint fails to identify a "defect" in the Strollers within the meaning of 15 U.S.C. 

§2064(a)(2) and (b)(3), and 16 C.F.R. § 1115.4. 

THIRD ADDITIONAL DEFENSE 

The complaint fails to identify a "substantial product hazard" within the meaning of 15 

U.S.C. §2064(a)(2) and (b)(3), and 16 C.F.R. § 1115.4. 

FOURTH ADDITIONAL DEFENSE 

The complaint fails to identify a "substantial risk of injury to the public" within the 

meaning of 15 U.S.C. §2064(a)(2) and (b)(3). 

FIFTH ADDITIONAL DEFENSE 

The complaint fails to identify an "unreasonable risk of serious injury or death" within 

the meaning of 15 U.S.C. §2064(b)(4) and 16 C.F.R. § 1115.6. 

SIXTH ADDITIONAL DEFENSE 

On March 4, 2014, the CPSC unanimously adopted a fmal rule establishing a mandatory 

safety standard for carriages and strollers. Among other things, this standard (16 C.F .R. Part 

1227) expressly considered and addressed the risk of injury associated with front wheel 

detachment from removable wheel fork assemblies on jogging strollers equipped with bicycle­

style, quick-release mechanisms. To address this specific risk of injury, the Commission 

mandated that strollers containing quick-release wheel hubs comply with a performance 

requirement that effectively requires a secondary locking or retention device to hold the wheel in 

the fork when removal is attempted by applying a separation pull force of 25 lbf. This new 

requirement for strollers is identical to the longstanding requirement in ASTM F2680-09, 

Standard Specification/or Manually Operated Front Wheel Retention Systems for Bicycles. 
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As required by Section 1 04 of the Consumer Product Safety Improvement Act of 2008 

(Pub.L 110-314) and Section 9 of the Consumer Product Safety Act (15 U.S.C. §2068), the 

Commission found that the adoption of the secondary retention requirement for jogging strollers 

would eliminate or adequately reduce any unreasonable risk of injury associated with front wheel 

detachment from removable wheel fork assemblies. The Strollers comply with the secondary 

retention requirement and therefore do not present an unreasonable risk of injury associated with 

front wheel detachment. 

SEVENTH ADDITIONAL DEFENSE 

The Sixth Additional Defense is incorporated herein by reference. The Strollers comply 

with the secondary retention requirement incorporated into the CPSC Stroller Standard (16 

C.F.R. Part 1227) and therefore do not contain a defect or present a substantial risk of injury to 

the public with respect to front wheel detachment. 

EIGHTH ADDITIONAL DEFENSE 

The Complaint fails to identify a risk of injury that outweighs the utility to a consumer of 

an easily removable front wheel from the Strollers. 

NINTH ADDITIONAL DEFENSE 

The Presiding Officer for this proceeding is an "Officer of the United States" who must 

be appointed in accordance with the Appointments Clause of the U.S. Constitution. The 

Commission's procedures for appointing a Presiding Officer are not consistent with the 

Constitutional requirements for appointments of "Officers ofthe United States." 

TENTH ADDITIONAL DEFENSE 

The alleged injuries were caused by acts or omissions of third-persons or entities over 

which Britax had no control. 
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ELEVENTH ADDITIONAL DEFENSE 

The alleged injuries were caused or contributed to, directly and proximately, in whole or 

in part, by misuse, unauthorized use, unintended use, unforeseeable use and/or improper use of 

the product at issue. 

TWELFTH ADDITIONAL DEFENSE 

The Complaint may be barred by the doctrine of estoppel, waiver and/or laches. 

THIRTEENTH ADDITIONAL DEFENSE 

Britax reserves the right to amend this Answer to add additional defenses if they become 

apparent from further discovery. 

WHEREFORE, Defendant, Britax Child Safety, requests the entry of an Order: 

A. Dismissing this case; 

B. Awarding to it its costs and expenses, including attorneys' fees; and 

C. Granting to it such other and further relief as may be justified. 
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Dated: March 12, 2018 
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Timothy L. M m, Jr. 
410-38 -3641 (direct dial) 
tmullin@MilesStockbridge.com 

Dwight W. Stone II 
410-385-3649 (direct dial) 
dstone@MilesStockbridge.com 

Susan DuMont 
410-385-3768 (direct dial) 
sdumont@MilesStockbridge.com 

MILES & STOCKBRIDGE P.C. 
1 00 Light Street 
Baltimore, MD 21202 
410-385-3700 (fax) 

Erika Z. Jones 
202-263-3232 (direct dial) 
ejones@mayerbrown.com 

Adam C. Sloane 
202-263-3269 (direct dial) 
asloane@mayerbrown.com 

MAYER BROWN LLP 
1999 K Street, N.W. 
Washington, DC 20006-1101 
(202)263-5232 (fax) 

Attorneys for Respondent, 
Britax Child Safety 



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I hereby certify that on March 12, 2018, a true and correct copy of the foregoing Answer 
was served first class, postage prepaid, U.S. Mail on the Secretary of the U.S. Consumer Product 
Safety Commission, and all parties and participants of record in these proceeding in the 
following manner: 

Original and three copies by U.S. Mail, and one copy by electronic mail, to the Secretary 
of the U.S. Consumer Product Safety Commission, Alberta Mills: 

Alberta Mills 
Secretary 
U.S. Consumer Product Safety Commission 
4330 East West Highway 
Bethesda, MD 20814 
amills@cpsc.gov 

One copy by U.S. Mail and one copy by electronic mail to Complaint Counsel: 

Mary B. Murphy 
Complaint Counsel and Assistant General Counsel 
Division of Compliance 
U.S. Consumer Product Safety Commission 
4330 East West Highway 
Bethesda, MD 20814 
mmurphy@cpsc.gov 

Philip Z. Brown, Trial Attorney 
Gregory M. Reyes, Trial Attorney 
Complaint Counsel 
Division of Compliance 
U.S. Consumer Product Safety Commission 
4330 East West Highway 
Bethesda, MD 20814 
pbrown@cpsc.gov 
greyes@cpsc. gov 
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One copy by U.S. Mail and one copy by electronic mail to co-counsel for Britax Child 
Safety: 

Erika Z. Jones 
Adam C. Sloane 
Mayer Brown LLP 
1999 K Street, N.W. 
Washington, DC 20006 
ejones@mayerbrown.com 
asloane@mayerbrown.com 
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