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STUDENT
ARTICLES
The Product Recall Process:
Mechanics and Shortcomings

Cassie Orban

I. Introduction

According to the statistics of the Consumer Prod-
uct Safety Commission, each year one American in ten
will suffer an injury related to a consumer product. The
staggering estimate of 29.5 million injuries and 22,000
deaths per year leaves consumer advocates wholly dis-
satisfied with the current consumer protection laws.

Protection against defective consumer products
first gained statutory form in the Consumer Product
Safety Act of 1972. Through the Act, Congress created the
Consumer Product Safety Commission ("CSPC"), an
independent federal regulatory agency. Congress com-
missioned the CSPC to protect the public from unreason-
able risks and injuries caused by consumer products.
Through its short history, the CPSC has led the charge in
consumer advocacy, battled governmental downsizing,
and recalled several thousands of products. Yet, the
efforts of the CPSC have not adequately protected con-
sumers from the dangers that continue to leak into the
flow of consumer products.

This Note will address the recall process and
current efforts to amend the Consumer Product Safety
Act to give the CPSC more power to act on the behalf of
consumers. First, this Note will briefly consider
manufacturer's post-sale duties to warn, retrofit and
recall. Second, the Note will discuss the CPSC's involve-
ment in the product recall process and the new program
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recently implemented to help streamline product recalls.
Further, this section will discuss the problems that the
CPSC currently encounters with defective product recalls
and the statutory limits placed on them.

Third, this Note will outline the 1999 House Bill
proposal to amend the Consumer Product Safety Act. The
"Daniel Keysar Memorial and Childhood Consumer
Product Safety Act of 1999" aims to improve the product
recall process and help alleviate budgetary and other
constraints on the CPSC. Finally, this Note will consider
the future of product recalls. Specifically, the impact of
the House proposal on the CPSC's ability to protect
consumers and limit manufacturers' rights to keep recall
information private.

II. Manufacturer's Post Sale Duties

Traditionally, the law of products liability has
centered on the manufacturer's duty at the time of the
product's sale or the condition of the product at the time
it enters the market. Increasingly, courts entertain law-
suits based on the manufacturers' duties toward the
purchaser after sale.' The seminal case concerning a
manufacturer's post-sale duty to warn of hazardous
products came out of the Michigan Supreme Court in
Comstock v. General Motors Corporation.2 In Comstock, the
court extended a manufacturer's duty to warn consum-
ers even after the product has left the manufacturer's
control.' The court held that because General Motors
knew of the defective cylinders shortly after the products
had been placed into the stream of commerce and did
nothing to warn consumers, it was liable to the injured
party.4 The court further reasoned that if a duty to warn
of a known danger exists at point of sale,.., a like duty
to give prompt warning exists when a latent defect which
makes the product hazardous to life becomes known to
the manufacturer shortly after the product has been put
on the market.5
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Although Comstock remains the seminal case on
the post-sale duty to warn, it is a conservative approach
vis-A-vis subsequent cases that have vastly expanded the
duty.6 In Cover v. Cohen, the highest New York court held
that a manufacturer may be liable for failing to warn
consumers of dangers in the use of a product which came
to the manufacturer's attention post-sale through ad-
vancements in technology or through notice of accidents
involving the product.7 In Cover, the plaintiff was seri-
ously injured when the defendant's car suddenly acceler-
ated and ran him over.8 The suit charged GM, the manu-
facturer, and Kinney Motors, the dealer that sold the car
to the defendant, with breach of a post-sale duty to warn,
among other claims.9 The jury ultimately found against
both the manufacturer and dealer even though the car
was found to be reasonably safe when initially pro-
duced. 10

The court in Cover expanded the Comstock view of
the post-sale duty to warn in three significant ways."
First, while Comstock concerned only manufacturers,
Cover also allowed an action to be brought against deal-
ers involved in the transaction. 2 This expansion in the
chain of liability is significant considering the many
entities that handle consumer products before they reach
the general public. 3 Second, Comstock held that a manu-
facturer was liable for a product that was defective at the
time of sale. 4 Cover, on the other hand, intimates that a
manufacturer may be held liable for a product that was
reasonably safe at the point of sale but was subsequently
determined defective. 5 Third, the Comstock court found
significant the short time between the sale and realization
of the defect while Cover did not clearly limit the time in
which the manufacturer's duty expires. 6

While the post-sale duty to warn is clearly estab-
lished along a wide spectrum of court requirements, the
post-sale duties to retrofit and recall are less recognized
and rarely successful. A "duty to retrofit" is basically a
"duty to upgrade" or a "duty to improve" a product and
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can apply to any product subject to evolutionary de-
sign. 7 Generally, a manufacturer will provide a safety
feature for the product at no cost to the consumer. This
duty creates a great burden on the manufacturer which
accounts for the rarity with which courts are willing to
impose it on the manufacturer. Accordingly, the duty to
retrofit has generally been limited to specialized markets
such as helicopters and airplanes. 8

Like the duty to retrofit, the duty to recall has yet
to gain wide acceptance in the courts. The notion of a
recall has become a common term meaning notification
of a defect combined with an offer to repair or refund.' 9

Several situations can trigger a product recall, including
accident reports or statistics, customer complaints, war-
ranty claims, test results, repair rates or statistics, or field
reports.2" These factors, along with the probability of the
product failing, the potential severity of injury, the num-
ber of units in the stream of commerce and still in storage
or on the shelves of distributors, and the product's unit
cost, help determine if a recall is necessary.2

Most American courts reject the notion of a com-
mon law duty to recall. 22 Generally, these courts reason
that recall decisions are best left to administrative agen-
cies and legislatures.' The courts are reluctant to impose
such a duty on manufacturers without the ability to
properly weigh the costs and benefits of such a massive
undertaking.24 Accordingly, the courts are much more
willing to allocate this type of inquiry to administrative
agencies such as the Consumer Products Safety Commis-
sion or the Food and Drug Administration. These types
of agencies are better equipped to deal with the "careful
analysis of predictive models and studious comparisons
to recalls of similar products" that are necessary in the
world of effective product recalls.25

Like American courts, the Restatement (Third) of
Torts has not recognized a common law duty to recall.26

In commentary, the writers realize the significant burden
that a common law duty to recall would place on a
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manufacturer. 27 "If every improvement in product safety
were to trigger a common-law duty to recall, manufactur-
ers would face incalculable costs every time they sought
to make their product lines better and safer."28 Further,
the Restatement agrees with most courts that govern-
mental agencies are best equipped to gather adequate
data regarding the ramifications of product recalls.29

However, the Restatement does endorse a cause of
action concerning the liability of a seller or distributor for
harm caused by post-sale failure to recall a product.3"
One engaged in the business of selling or otherwise
distributing products is subject to liability for harm to
persons or property caused by the seller's failure to recall
a product after the time of sale or distribution if: (a)(1) a
statute or other governmental regulation specifically
requires the seller or distributor to recall the product; or
(2) the seller or distributor, in the absence of a recall
requirement under Subsection (1), undertakes to recall
the product; and (b) the seller or distributor fails to act as
a reasonable person in recalling the product.31

The Restatement's approach seems to be
commonsensical, yet ultimately fails to encourage volun-
tary manufacturer action. Logic and reason dictate that if
a manufacturer is directed by a federal agency to recall a
defective product, it should proceed as a reasonable
person would in the recall situation. Section 11(a)(1)
provides for this situation and seems to adequately
protect the consumer from a defective recall process.
However, by imposing liability for voluntary recalls,
Section 11 serves to discourage manufacturers from
taking this type of action on their own.32

III. The CPSC's Role in Product Recalls

Since the great majority of American courts have
left the job of product recalls to federal administrative
agencies, it is necessary to consider the history, current
working doctrine, and potential obstructions to consumer
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safety protection of these agencies. This Note considers
only the Consumer Protection Safety Commission though
there are several federal agencies that have the ability to
recall products.33

A. Creation of the CPSC

Congress created the Consumer Product Safety
Commission ("CPSC") in 1972 through the Consumer
Product Safety Act ("Act'). 4 The Act sets forth four
goals: (1) to protect the public against unreasonable risks
of injury associated with consumer products; (2) to assist
in evaluating the comparative safety of consumer prod-
ucts; (3) to develop uniform safety standards for con-
sumer products and to minimize conflicting State and
local regulations; and (4) to promote research and investi-
gation into the causes and prevention of product-related
deaths, illnesses, and injuries.35 In furtherance of these
goals, Congress gave the CPSC jurisdiction over about
15,000 types of consumer products and the ability to force
manufacturers to recall products that are deemed hazard-
ous.

3 6

Although considered for many years a "dormant
agency," the CPSC has recently moved into the public eye
with an aggressive new chairman, Ann Brown.3 7 Nomi-
nated in 1994 by President Clinton, Brown is one of three
current heads of the CPSC.38 Brown has been at the
center of recent media attention and has made "keeping
kids safe" her number one priority.39 Accordingly, the
CPSC's current efforts focus especially on children's
products.4° In her recent testimony before the House
Appropriations Committee, Brown articulated the
Commission's two main focal points: (1) reducing the
product hazards to children and families and (2) identify-
ing and researching product hazards.41
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B. Reporting Regulations

In order to encourage the widespread reporting of
potential product hazards and help the CPSC reach its
goals, Congress enacted several reporting requirements
for manufacturers, importers, distributors and retailers of
consumer products.42 Failure to report under these stat-
utes may result in a penalty as high as $1.5 million.43

There are three different reporting schemes under the
CPSA: Section 15 Reports, Section 37 Reports, and Sec-
tion 102 Reports. I will take each in turn.

1. Section 15(b) Reports

Under Section 15(b) of the CPSA, an entity must
notify the Commission immediately if it obtains informa-
tion which reasonably supports the conclusion that a
product distributed in commerce (1) fails to meet a con-
sumer product safety standard or banning regulation, (2)
contains a defect which could create a substantial prod-
uct hazard to consumers, (3) creates an unreasonable risk
of serious injury or death, or (4) fails to comply with a
voluntary standard upon which the Commission has
relied under the CPSA.4 The company must report this
information to the CPSC immediately, i.e., within 24
hours, of obtaining this type of information. 45

The Commission encourages these entities to
report any potential hazards, but allows the company a
reasonable time to determine if the hazard is one of
reportable quality.46 Any investigation should not last
more than ten days unless the company can demonstrate
that a longer time is reasonable under the circum-
stances.4 7 The Commission will evaluate whether or not
the company should have reported and when. Further,
the evaluation will be based on what the company knew
or should have known about the hazard.48

When a company reports under Section 15(b), any
information given to the CPSC is considered confidential.
"Section 6(b)(5) of the CPSA, 15 U.S.C. § 2055(b)(5),
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prohibits the release of such information unless a reme-
dial action plan has been accepted in writing, a complaint
has been issued or the reporting firm consents to the
release." 49 Companies also have an opportunity to claim
that the information falls into a class of trade secrets or
confidential commercial or financial information and
must be marked as so in compliance with the statute.50

2. Section 37 Reports

In addition to knowledge of a potential product
hazard, Congress imposed a duty on manufacturers to
report any litigation concerning their products.51 Manu-
facturers must submit a Section 37 report to the CPSC if
four criteria are met. First, a manufacturer must report if
a particular model of their product is the matter of at
least three civil actions filed in state or federal court.52

Second, a report must be made if each of these suits
alleges that the particular model caused the death or
grievous bodily harm to the consumer. 3 Third, during
one of CPSC specified periods of time, each of these three
actions ended in a settlement or a court judgment for the
plaintiff.54 Finally, the manufacturer must also be in-
volved in the defense of the claim or have notice of each
action prior to any final judgment and be involved in
settling any duty owed to the plaintiff as a result of the
settlement or judgment.55

If a manufacturer deems that it fits all four re-
quirements, it must submit a Section 37 report within 30
days after a judgment or final settlement in the last of
three lawsuits.'M Unlike the Section 15(b) reports, how-
ever, the information given to the CPSC in a Section 37
report is strictly confidential and cannot be publicized
under any circumstances.57 "By law, reporting under
section 37 is not an admission of the existence of an
unreasonable risk of injury, a defect, a substantial prod-
uct hazard, an imminent hazard, or any other liability
under any statute or common law." "
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3. Section 102 Reports

Finally, Congress created a reporting requirement in
the Child Safety Protection Act that requires companies
to report certain choking incidents to the CPSC. 59 Any
manufacturer, distributor, retailer, or importer of marbles,
small balls, latex balloons or toys or games which contain
these types of materials are subject to Section 102 re-
ports. ° Such an entity must make a Section 102 report if
it has information that (1) any child, regardless of age,
choked on such a product and (2) as a result of the inci-
dent, the child died, suffered serious injury; ceased
breathing, or was treated by a medical care profes-
sional.6'

Companies in such a position must report the infor-
mation to the CPSC within 24 hours of obtaining it.
Section 6(b)(5) accords the Section 102 reports the same
confidentiality as Section 15 reports. That is, the CPSC
may only disseminate information that has been con-
sented to by the parties involved, where a formal com-
plaint against the company has been issued, or a reme-
dial action plan has been accepted in writing.62

C. Evaluating Reporting Regulations and Instituting
Recall Procedures

In order to attain the goals set forth in the Consumer
Product Safety Act, i.e., protect the public from danger-
ous products, one of the most effective tools that Con-
gress granted the CPSC was the ability to require a
manufacturer to recall a product.63 If the CPSC deter-
mines that a product presents a substantial hazard to the
public, it may require the manufacturer, distributor, or
retailer to take corrective action.' Depending on the
hazard that the product poses to the public, the CPSC
will determine the necessary action.
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1. The Traditional Recall Process

Before the huge undertaking of a recall takes place,
the Commission must make what it calls a preliminary
determination ("PD") that the product is substantially
hazardous." This process involves the CPSC staff's
technical evaluation of the product.66 The evaluation
itself could take several months to complete.67 After a PD
is made, the Commission then enters into negotiations
with the company.68 Negotiations cover a wide range of
topics, from the length of a recall campaign to the aes-
thetics of the posters used to make the public aware of
the defective product.6 9 The negotiations can take a
substantial amount of time and can easily be prolonged
by companies who are less than willing to comply with
CPSC guidelines." PD and negotiations under the tradi-
tional process usually average 81 business days before
the Commission gives final approval to go ahead with
the recall.7'

For years the CPSC's traditional recall process was
criticized for its lack of effective recalls, amount of bu-
reaucratic tape, and general inability to alert consumers
in a timely fashion.72 Many companies did not report
potentially dangerous products for fear that the
Commission's recall process would slow down their own
recall efforts and subject them to liability.73 Further,
companies wanted to avoid the stigma of manufacturing
a product that the government had formally considered
substantially dangerous.74 Therefore, many manufactur-
ers declined to cooperate with the traditional process
making the Commission's efforts to work with industry
and protect consumers much more difficult.75

2. The Fast-Track Program

In response to public and industry concerns over
the flaws of the traditional recall process, the CPSC
instituted a new program called the Fast-Track Recall
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Process.76 The program was officially instituted on a
permanent basis in 1997 after a very successful run as a
pilot program.' Unlike the traditional recall process,
fast-track eliminates the process of preliminary determi-
nation ("PD").78 The elimination of the PD allows compa-
nies to lessen their risk of liability by moving more
quickly with a recall.7 9

The fast-track program is designed for companies
willing and able to move quickly with a voluntary re-
call.80 Fast-track eliminates months of technical determi-
nations and allows the necessary information to move
quickly to consumers.8 After an initial report made to
the CPSC, fast-track requires a company to propose a
recall plan within 20 days.82 If the Commission accepts
the plan, the company is allowed to move ahead with the
recall activity without being subject to a PD. Currently,
companies are moving so quickly that a fast-track recall
takes an average of nine days from initial report of a
problem to initiation of the recall activity.83

Both industry and consumer advocates have
praised the new fast-track program. Companies like the
program because it allows them to be "in-and-out" in 20
business days. 4 Further, the speed of the program less-
ens the time that consumers are exposed to dangerous
products therefore lowering the liability for companies.
Several companies have used the fast-track process
repeatedly because it is so cost-effective and speedy.8

Likewise, consumer advocates recognize the
effectiveness of the fast-track program. The program has
increased the rate of returned products from 30% under
the traditional process to almost 60% under fast-track.86

In fact, the fast-track program won the 1998 Innovations
in Government Award.87 The program was one of three
federal programs honored based on four selection crite-
ria: the program's novelty, effectiveness, solution to a
significant problem, and replicability by other govern-
ment entities.88
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D. Obstacles to Greater Consumer Protection

Although the fast-track program has dramatically
increased the amount of recalled products, the CPSC
continues to encounter obstacles to fully protecting the
public from dangerous products. First, the CPSC has no
budget for researching products to determine if they may
be hazardous. Second, the CPSC lacks adequate funding
vis-A-vis inflation and the boom of consumer products on
the modem market. Finally, the Commission is silenced
by Section 6(b) of the CPSA. This provision forbids the
Commission to release any documents pertaining to
potentially hazardous products for a significant period of
time while consumers are unaware of possible harm.

1. Lack of Research Budget

Congress created in the CPSC a duty to "conduct
research, studies, and investigations on the safety of
consumer products and on improving the safety of such
products."89 Although Congress clearly envisioned the
Commission to conduct such research, the CPSC has no
budget to undertake such a project.90 The heads of the
CPSC find the lack of research funding to be one of the
greatest obstacles to protecting the public from hazard-
ous products.9' In his testimony before Congress, Vice
Chairman Moore reiterated to the House that the CPSC
needs "the ability to research significant customer prod-
uct safety problems that require substantial technical
effort and expertise to adequately understand."92

Further, the general public is unaware that the
government does very little research on products. A
survey done in 1999 by the Coalition for Consumer
Rights showed that two of three voters mistakenly be-
lieve that children's products are tested by the govern-
ment for safety.93 In addition, four out of five interviewed
believe that manufacturers are required to test their
products before release when in fact, the general public
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often provides the testing.94 With a research budget, the
CPSC could remove injurious products from shelves
before consumers are exposed to dangers. A research
program would better protect the consumer and help to
lessen industry's liability exposure.

2. A Budget That is Half of What it Should Be.

When Congress created the CPSC in 1974, it allo-
cated $30 million to the Commission.95 If Congress had
kept up with inflation, the budget of the CPSC would be
$98 million today, compared to a 1999 allocation of a
mere $47 million.96 Furthermore, the "Commission's staff
of 480 is half of what it was nearly two decades ago and
one-eighteenth of the Food and Drug Administration. 97

Although the duties of the CPSC have grown tremen-
dously, the nation's investment into product safety has
not kept up.9

In 1999, the CPSC requested a budget for the fiscal
year 2000 of $50.5 million, a modest $3.5 million increase
over the 1999 allocation. 99 This request included a sizable
projection for many research initiatives. 100 However,
Congress denied the request and approved a budget of
only $49 million.1 1 Therefore, the Commission was
forced to downsize its original projects, notably the
Hazard Research and Integrated Database and other
major research endeavors. 2 Although Chairman Ann
Brown feels that the lack of resources isn't inhibiting the
Commission's crucial work, more money would certainly
make policing manufacturers and protecting consumers
much easier and more effective. 03

3. The Silence Clause of 6(b)

While Congress gave the CPSC a number of pow-
ers, it did restrict the extent to which the Commission
may disseminate information about products.' ° As
discussed in Section B, supra, Section 6(b) of the CPSA
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requires the CPSC to allow the manufacturer to preview
and restrict any information bound for public
scrutiny.105 The Commission must give the manufacturer 30
days to comment on the release. 6 Further, 6(b) requires
the Commission to take reasonable steps to assure the
accuracy of the information, that the disclosure is fair
under the circumstances, and that the information is rea-
sonably related to carrying out a legitimate purpose under
the Act.10 7 Products that the Commission has set forth to
declare imminently hazardous or which it believes are in
violation of the prohibited acts section of the CPSA are
excepted from this privilege. 8

While to some extent industry and fairness require
that the CPSC allow manufacturers to preview requested
information, the processing time can be substantial and
may potentially keep consumers unaware of dangerous
products. Chairman Brown complains that "6b ... is the
bane of [the CPSC's] existence. " " The provision gives
industry the control over information which Brown be-
lieves belongs to the consumer."0 However, Commissioner
Mary Sheila Gall defends the provision citing fairness and
accuracy of the information before it is released.'

In CPSC v. GTE Sylvania, Inc., the Supreme Court
held that even the Freedom of Information Act ("FOIA")
does not require the 6(b) information to be disclosed. 2

Although a discussion of the decision in GTE is out of the
scope of this Note, its effect on the restriction of informa-
tion flow to the public is important. After GTE, the ability
to gain information about potentially hazardous products
now involves expanded proportions and requires many
more staff members approval, significantly slowing down
FOIA requests." 3

IV. The "Daniel Keysar Memorial and Child-
hood Consumer Product Safety Act of 1999"

In response to the many obstacles that the CPSC
faces to effectuating its goals, Representative Rod
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Blagojevich (D- Ill.) and others have introduced H.R.
3208, the Daniel Keysar Memorial and Childhood Con-
sumer Product Safety Act of 1999.11 The bill seeks to
amend the CPSA to improve the ability of the CPSC to
reach consumers about hazardous products by (1) pro-
mulgating recall information in a more comprehensive
manner, (2) lifting some 6(b) restrictions, (3) creating a
system by which consumers of children's products can be
easily identified in the event of a recall (4) requiring the
CPSC to report to Congress annually on the effectiveness
of recalls and (5) doubling the CPSC's annual budget."'

First, the bill requires the CPSC to establish a
comprehensive list of all recalled children's products
over the last 15 years and distribute it to a wide variety of
entities."6 The CPSC must take pains to make the list
available to the general public, state and local govern-
ments, and the secondary children's market including
retail stores and child care facilities. Furthermore, H.R.
3208 requires the Commission to develop a strategy for
partnering with state and local governments to produce
and distribute the list.118

Second, the bill attacks Section 6(b) and loosens
the CPSC's restraints on disseminating information
thereunder.19 H.R. 3208 states that 6(b) shall not apply to
the announcement of corrective actions.120 The announce-
ments shall, with respect to the product for which the
announcements are made - - (1) state clearly and con-
cisely, in the strongest possible language, the nature and
extent of the product hazard and any potential risk of
injury; and (2) shall include the number of known deaths,
injuries and incidents associated with the product hazard
being corrected.121 Furthermore, the Commission must
proceed in a timely fashion and announce recalls in a
manner that will induce consumers to participate.122

Third, H.R. 3208 requires the Commission to
create a pilot program to work with manufacturers and
retailers to obtain the identity of consumers in the event
of a recall. 23 In addition, the bill mandates the Commis-
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sion to report annually on the effectiveness of recalls.'24

This requirement seeks to create statistics on the number
of products recalled or repaired.25 Further, the Commis-
sion must make these statistics available to the general
public through its toll free telephone hotline, electronic
mail, and website. 126

Finally, the bill addresses the Commission's lack of
sufficient funds by doubling their budget.127 "The first
sentence of section 32(a) of the Consumer Product Safety
Act (15 U.S.C.A. 2081) is amended by striking out 'not to
exceed' and all that follows and inserting '$100 million
for each of the fiscal years 2001, 2002, and 2003. ' "128

V. Analysis

In light of the three major obstacles that the CPSC
faces - lack of research budget, insufficient funding in
general, and the inability to disseminate important infor-
mation - the proposed bill properly alleviates these
problems. By doubling the budget of the CPSC, the bill
addresses the first two issues holding the Commission
back from fulfilling its goal to protect consumers. As
modem society evolves, the amount of consumer prod-
ucts that circulate in commerce grows exponentially. The
public cannot expect the CPSC to properly protect it from
hazardous products without paying the price in funding.
Most Americans would agree that saving lives is money
well spent. 29 Inflation as well as growth in industry
dictates that the budget of the Commission must increase
along with the demands placed upon it.

Furthermore, easing the restrictions upon the
CPSC vis-A-vis information subject to section 6(b) allows
for consumers and industry to move more quickly with
recalls. Permitting the CPSC to announce recalls without
the prior approval of manufacturers allows the informa-
tion about hazardous products to reach consumers faster
and lessens the likelihood of injuries. Likewise, the eas-
ing up of 6(b) standards benefits manufacturers. If haz-
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ardous products are caught while still on the shelves, the
manufacturer is exposed to less liability and will have to
replace or refund fewer products. Although 6(b) origi-
nated from fear that the CPSC will erroneously announce
product defects, H.R. 3208 deals with the recall notices or
correction actions which the CPSC initiates only after
negotiations with the manufacturer. 130 Therefore, the
manufacturer already has had substantial contact with
the Commission and can be assured that the information
disseminated is accurate.

Lastly, the bill addresses the clear need for
children's products to be tracked more aggressively. The
majority of hazardous products recalled are children's
products or toys.'3 ' In fact, 38 million individual units of
children's products were recalled in 1998 alone.32 The
bill calls for the Commission to develop a procedure
whereby the consumer is easily identified by the manu-
facturer in the case of a recall. Although this process may
be difficult to maintain and puts a burden on the manu-
facturer, a death rate from consumer products of 22,000
annually, clearly demonstrates that current measures are
not adequate.33

VI. Conclusion

As the market for consumer products grows, so do
the post-sale duties of manufacturers and the work of
federal administrative agencies. Good government works
toward not only protecting the public but also creating an
alliance with industry to effectuate that goal. The CPSC
has had some success within the current framework of
the CPSA, but needs more resources and legislative
intervention to fully realize its purpose of protecting the
American people from hazardous consumer products.
The Daniel Keysar Memorial Childhood Consumer
Product Safety Act focuses on children, the most vulner-
able consumers in the country. This amendment deserves
the full support of Congress and the President.
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