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March 23, 1999

Office of the Secretaty
Consumer Product Safety Commission
Washmgton, DC 20207

R.E Sleepwear Revocanon

My twenty years plus w1th the fire service and fifteen years involvement

. with burn education and burn survivor support services has made me a

strong advocaxe of the ﬂanunabmty standards for chﬂdren s sleepwear. The

Burn injuries and deaths are preventable, and safe sleepwear for infants and
young children is a critical part of any prevention initiative. Inn particular,
infants younger than 9 months are dependent on others to protect them
from danger. - They are generally incapable of removing themselves from
the fire source-if ignition should occur, and cannot “stop, drop and roil” if
their clothing catches fire. We must be diligent in ensuring that this
extremely vulnerable group is adequately protected. - '

As a member of the fire service'and health care profession who must deal
with the pain, suffering, and cost of burn injuries on a daily basis, I strongly
support the proposed revocation of the relaxed flammability standards for
children’s sleepwear. It can make a difference in the prevention of death
and disfigurement for our nation’s children.

' Bakersﬁeld Clty Ftre Department

"
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NEWPORT NEWS FIRE DEPARTMENT
CITY HALL BUILDING
2400 WASHINGTON AVE
NEWPORT NEWS, VIRGINIA 23607

March 16, 1999

Ms. Sadye E. Dunn, Secretary
Consumer Product Safety Commission
4330 East-West Highway, Room #502
Bethesda, MD 20814

RE: Sleepwear Revocation -
Dear Ms. Dunn,

We are writing to urge the Consumer Product Safety Commission to revoke its 1996 amendments to the Flammable
Fabrics Act, and to return to stronger fire safety standards that have helped to keep children safe for more than
twenty-five years.

As you know, after passage of a stronger fire safety standard, the number of children suffering from burns dropped
dramatically. In fact, the National Fire Protection Association estimates that without this standard, there would have
been ten times as many deaths, and substantially more injuries, associated with the flammability of children’s
sleepwear.

There are several problems with the revised standard that we believe will put America’s children in danger in the
future. The revised standard, which exempts “tight-fitting” sleepwear in children’s sizes up to 14, is based on the
assumption that parents will dress their children in tight clothes. The combination of non-flame resistant material
and large, baggy clothing can be lethal.

The revised standard which exempts sieepwear for infants nine months and younger from any fire safety regulations
is even more dangerous. Since many infants at this age are crawling, they could be vulnerable to an exposed flame.

The CPSC’s decision to relax the fire safety standard was made with the understanding that the manufacturer would
fund a substantial public awareness campaign so that consumers would understand the importance of dressing their
children in tight-fitting clothes. The campaign has not materialized. Furthermore, the tags which are supposed to
let parents know a garment is not flame resistant are difficuit to understand and are almost uniformly written in
English, and therefore does not inform non-English speaking citizens.

The CPSC is the premier agency for protecting our children’s safety. We urge you not to send the wrong message
to parents. Please retumn to the stronger fire safety standard which was in place in 1996 to help protect chiidren
from needless injuries and deaths.

Sincerely,

Lisa King, Fire & Li ety Education Officer
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Sadye E. Dunn

Secretary

Consumer Product Safety Commission
Washington, DC 20207

Re: Sleepwear Revocation
Dear Ms. Dunn:

We are writing to urge the Consumer Product Safety Commission to revoke
its 1996 amendments to the Flammable Fabrics Act and to enhance the stronger fire
safety standards which kept children safe for more than twenty-five years.

As you know, after passage of the strict fire safety standard, the number of
children suffering from burns dropped dramatically. In fact, the National Fire
Protection Association estimates that without this standard there would have been
ten times as many deaths, and substantially more injuries, associated with children’s
sleepwear. Clearly it is a protection that worked.

Some argue that there has been no increase in the number of burn injuries
and deaths since the standard changed. This is partially due to problems in
reporting of burn injuries. Furthermore, we do not believe that we should wait for
children to be injured before we return to a standard which worked for decades.
There are several problems with the new standards that we believe will put
America’s children in danger in the future.

The revised standard which exempts “tight-fitting” sleepwear in children’s
sizes up to 14 is based on the assumption that parents will dress their children in
tight clothes. Anyone who has bought clothing for a child knows you do not buy
something that fits tightly — you buy something big enough for the child to grow in
to. Many parents dress their children in hand-me-downs which may be far too big
for the child. The combination of non-flame resistant material and large, baggy
clothing can be lethal.

The revised standard,y;i'i:ﬁ‘ exempts sleepwear for infants nine months and
younger from any fire saféty regulations is even more dangerous. Many infants at
this age are crawling, and should they somehow become exposed to a flame would
be completely vulnerable. Infants deserve more protection, not less.
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Page 2

When the CPSC made its decision to relax the fire safety standard, it was done
with the understanding that the manufacturers’ industry would fund a substantial
public awareness campaign so that consumers would understand the importance of
dressing their children in tight-fitting clothes. This campaign has not materialized.
Furthermore, the tags which are supposed to let parents know a garment is not
flame resistant are difficult to understand and are almost uniformly written in
English -- making it impossible for Spanish-speaking parents to understand that a
garment is not flame resistant.

We have the utmost respect for the Consumer Product Safety Commission.
The CPSC is the premier agency for protecting our children’s safety. Parents look to
you to help them ensure their children grow up happy and healthy. We urge you
not to send parents the wrong message. Please return to and strengthen the strict
fire safety standard which was in place until 1996. Please do not wait until the
number of children burned begins to rise before you act to protect them.

Sincerely,
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March 22, 1999

QOffice of the Secretary
Consumer Product Safety Commission
Washington, D.C. 20207

Re: Sleepwear Revocation

To Whom It May Concern:

I am writing to express my strong support for the-rules that allow my kids to
sleep in cotton pajamas. I urge you not to repeal these rules, and to leave
them in place indefinitely.

I appreciate the CPSC's concerns for the safety of my children. However, I
believe the old polyester-only standard for pajamas no longer reflects real life
because of home safety advances and changes in fashions over the past
twenty years. _

Since the 1970's, when the polyester-only standards were first enforced, the
number of potential fire sources in the home has been drastically reduced
through other safety measures. Moreover, since then, many consumers,
including those in my own family, have become accustomed to the look and feel
of natural fibers, such as cotton.

A few years back, the CPSC updated the existing polyester-only standard to
permit the sale of certain kinds of cotton pajamas. This was a thoughtful
move, which I heartily welcomed. It provides me, and other parents like me,
the flexibility of dressing our kids in pajamas made with natural fibers.
Moreover, because the pajamas are either snug-fitting or used for infants (who
don't g near flames or heat scurces), they are net absut £c catch on fire. In .
fact, I understand why there have been no cases of burn injuries related to
these kinds of cotfon pajamas since those rules took effect.

Sounds to me like you have a good thing going that you shouldn't mess up.
Please do not repeal the cotton pajama rules.

% '

Thomas C. Lamar -5
Executive Director (and father of three)
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RE: Children’s Sleepwear Flammability Standards g;?
momn
0 =S
Dear Chairwoman Brown: " 5(:;’

I appreciate this opportunity to comment on the Consumer Product Safety Commis§ion’s
proposal to revoke the 1996 amendment to the Children's Sleepwear Flammability Standards,
which allows the manufacture and sale of certain snug-fitting cotton apparel for children's
sleepwear. I sincerely urge the Commission not to revoke this amendment. This issue is very
important to those I represent, and I appreciate your careful consideration.

1 am well aware of and would only compliment the Commission for the hard work, exhaustive
research and extensive hearings conducted to support the 1996 amendment. I believe this
decision appropriately recognized and affirmed both consumer preference for cotton clothing,
and the relative safety of snug-fitting cotton sleepwear. Providing consumers with a safe
alternative that meets their tastes makes eminent sense as we seek to reduce the number of fire-
related injuries suffered by children and families.

As you know, when issues such as this come before the Congress for debate, highly emotional
and politically expedient rhetoric often overshadow careful, studied arguments. In my opimion,
critical decisions such as this, that profoundly affect so many, should be based upon sound facts
and heard in a scientific forum. I am pleased that your agency has again structured a careful
review of the issue. I trust that when this process is complete, you will come to the same
decision you did in 1996 and the Commission will not revoke the amendment to the Children’s
Sleepwear Flammability Standards.

Again, thank you for the opportunity to share my views.

Larry Comést
Chairman

Sipcerely,

o ;e
0 XE7
oy

www. houss.gov/agricuiture
agricuiture@mail.houss.gov
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March 8. 1999

Sadye E. Dunn . . ) ‘ CP
Secretary ‘ _ © T ECS/E UCF
Consumer Product Safety Commission ‘ .
Washington, D.C. 20207 ' :
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Re: Slccbwcir Revocation

Dear Ms. Dtinn:

We are wriling to urge the Consumer Product Safety Commission 1a revoke ils 1996 amendmenis to the

Flammable Fabrics Act and return (o the stronger fire safety standards which kept children safe for more than
twenty-five years. '

As you know, afler passage of the strict fire safety standard, ihe number af children suffering from burns
dropped dramatically. [n fact, the Nationat Fire Protection Association estimates that without this standard, there

would have been ten limes as many deaths and substantially more injurics, associated with children’s slecpawvear.
Clearly it is a protection thal worked. s

Some argue that there has been no increase in the number of burn injuries and deaths since lie standard
changed. This is partiaily doe 10 problems in the reponting of burn injuries. Furthermore, we do not believe that
we should wait for children to be injured before we relurn to a standard which worked for decades. There are
scveral problems with the new standards which we betieve will put children in danger in the future.

The rovised standard which exempts “light fitting” sleepwear in children’s sizes up 10 14 is based on the
assumption that parcnts will dress their children in tight fitting clothes. Any

; one who has bought clothes for a child
knows ihat you do not buy something that fits tightly-you buy something big enough for the child to graw into.

Many parents dress their childeen in hand-me-downs which may be far 100 big for Lhe child. The combination of

clothing made of materials which are not resistant to fire and steepwear that is not tight fitting , may be lethal.

The reviscd standard which exempts sleepwear foc infants nine months or younger from any {ire safety
regulations is cven more dangerous. Many infants at this age arc crawling. and should they samchow become
exposed 10 a flame would be compietely vulnerable. Infants deserve more protection, not less.

The Consumer Product Safety Commission’s decision to relax the fire safety standard was made with the

understanding that the manufacturer’ would fund a substantial public awareness campaign so (hat consumers

would understand the importance of dressing their children in tight fitling ctothes. This campaign has ol

matcrialized. Additionally, the tags thal were supposed to inform consumers that a garment is not flame resistant

are difficull to understand. As you are probably aware, most are in English-making it difficuit for non-English
reading consumers (o understand that 3 garment is not {lame resistant.

We have the utmost respect for the Consumer Product Safcty Commission. The CPSCis the preniier
-agency for protecting our children's safety. Parents look to you to help them ensure their children grow up happy

and healthy. We urge you not 10 sent parenls the wrong message. Please relum (o the strict fire safcty standard

which was in place until 1996, Please do not wait until the number of children burned begins 10 rise before yow act
1o protect them. : ‘

Sincercly,
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Ms. Sadye E. Dum, Secretary March |, 1999

Consurcr Product Safety Commission CPSC/oF
4330 East-West Higiway, Room #502 THE SEER?ggRU}f'

Bethesda, MD 20814 1399 MR3| A e s

Re: Sleepwear Revocation
Dear Ms. Dum,

Wemwﬁ&ngtowgetheCmumdnSafuwamimtorwdmits 1996 amendments to the
FlmbleFabricsAdandmwﬂnstlmga'ﬁmafuyamdards,uﬁd\hqxdﬂld:mnfeformﬂm
twenty-five years.

Aswuhww,aﬁupaasageufﬂwstﬁaﬁnnfuymdud&nmbeédﬂmmmm
dropped dramatically. In fact, the National Fire Protection Association estimates that without this standard, there
mﬂdhvebmtmﬁmtsasmydmﬂm,arﬂwbmmyminjmia‘ associated with children's sleepwear.
Clearly it is a protection that worked. - -

Sammﬂmﬂ:uahubemmhausehmmdhmﬁmiauﬂmmmw
changed. msupuﬁaﬂydnmproﬂmhrqmthgd‘hmhjwis. Furthermare, we do not believe that we
should wait for children to be injured before we retum to a standard, which worked for decades. There are several
pmﬂmﬁmmomwmmumbdimwiﬂwm%dﬂdmh&nphﬂnm

Thmﬁsdmdmd,nﬁdmm‘ﬁdt-ﬁt&g“dwhdﬂdtm‘smwm 14, is based on the.
aﬂnqﬁmﬂntpamwillmmdrdﬂdlmhﬁghdm Anyaone who has bought clothing for a child
l:mmm&mwmﬁsﬁuﬁuﬁdﬂy-ymwm&gwf«hﬂdm”hm Many
wmmmdrdﬂdrminhmd-m-cbmmmbefnmﬁgfudndﬂd The combination of non-
flame-resistant material and large, beggy clothing can be lethal.

mmmm&mﬂwfcm&nmﬂwﬁmuyﬁmw
regulations is even more dangerous. Meny infants at this age are cravding, and should they somehow became
exposed to a flame, would be completely vulnerable. Infants deserve more protection not less.

NMMMmﬂnhﬁnuﬁywwmmﬂnmuh
mMm#midﬁndaMﬂmﬂicmmﬁgxmﬂmmmﬂdwme
i::pmtmwddrmﬁgﬂ:drdﬂdrminﬁdl—ﬁﬂingddbu. This campaign bas not materialized.
Fmthumﬂnhgnﬁchmnppoud&!dmﬂkmwagmﬂhmtﬂmmﬁﬂﬂmdﬁwkh
Mmdmﬂmo&uﬁfamlymimhm—mﬁngkmueﬁr%d&mﬁ:gmm
understand that a garment is not flame resistant.

Wehawd:ezﬁmstrespectfalheCumumdﬂS:ﬁtyCumissim The CPSC is the premier
agency for protecting our children's safety. Parents look to you to help them ensure their children grow up happy
and healthy. We urge you not to send parents the wrong message. Please retum to the strict fire safety standard,
which was in place until 1996. Please do not wait unti] the number of children burned begins to rise before you act

to protect them. Thank you. |
’/,/ My‘%z(/%f é ;7
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Re: Sleepwear Revocation - R
toan
Dear Ms. Dunn: - g%
. . o . P 39
W ure writing to urge the Consurner Product Safety Cormumission 10 revoke its 1996 amendments tmizg:
Flammabie Fabrics Act and return to the stronger fire safety standards which kept children safe for m thdain ¢
tweaty-0ve vears. é‘-_-.’ gg
AR

As you know, after passage of the strict fire safery standard. the number of children suffering from burms
dropped drumaticaily. [ face. the Nutional Fire Protection Association cstimates that without this siandasd, there
would have been ten imes as mary deaths and substantially merc injurics, associated with children™s slcepwear.
Clearly itis g protecg?p that warked.

Some argue that there has been no increase in the number of burn injuries and deaths since the standaed
chunged Tlus is partiatly due (o problems in the reporting of burn injuries. Furthermorc. we do not believe that
wng’mld wait for children (o be injured before we retwrm (o a standiard which worked for decades. Tiwerzs are
sevEral probiems with the new standacds which we belice will put children in danger in the futury,

The revised stancard which excrpts “light fitting™ sleepwear in children’s sizes up (o 14 15 based on the
assumption thul parenss I guarcians will dress iheir chifdren in tight fitting clothes.  Anyone v ho has bought
clothes for 2 child knows that vou do not buy somethsng that fits tightly~vou buy somcthing hig cnough for the
child to grow 12 10. Many parcnts dress thear chilkdren in hand-me-downs which sy be far 100 big for the chikd
The combinasion of nonflammuble resistant matenial and farge baggy clothing cun be lethat

The revised stmdard which exempts steepoear for infants ninc months or younger from any firc safcty
rezuintions is even more dangerous.  Maay infants xt this age arc crawling, and should they somehew beeome
cxposed 10 a flame would be completely vuinerable Infants deserve more proecuion, not less.

The Consusmer Product Safety Commission's decision to relax the fire safery standard was rruxde wilh the
understanding that the mamsfacryrer’ would fund a substantial public awareness campaign so that consumers
would understand the impertunce of dressing ther children in tight finting ciothes. This campaign has not-
matenialized. Additionallv. the tags that wers supposed 1o inform consumars that a garment is not {lame resistant
are difficolt o undersiand.  As vou are probably aware, most arc in English-muking il diificult for non-Fnglish
reading conswmers 10 understand that 3 gavment is vol flame resistant.

We have the utmost respect for the Consumer Product Salets Comemussion, The CPSC i3 the premicr
ageney for protecung our children’s safety. Parents look (o vou 10 hetp them ensure their children grow up happy
and healils . YWe urge vou not W sent parents the wrong message. Please rerurn to the strict firc sufewy standard
which was in plics until 1996, Please do not wait until the number of children Irened beging 10 rise before you act
to protect them.

Sincerely.

1
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March, 1999

QFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
Consumer Product Safety Commission
Washington, DC 20207

RE: Sleepwear Revocation

I strongly support the proposed revocation by the Consumer
Product Safety Commission (CPSC) of the relaxed flammability
standards for children’s sleepwear. This action would reinstate
the previous, stricter CPSC standards for children’s sleepwear
flammability - standards that are needed to help prevent death
and disfigurement for hundreds of our nation’s infants and young
children.

- Burn injuries and deaths are preventable, and safe sleepwear
for infants and young children is a critical part of any
prevention initiative. In particular, infants younger than
9 months are dependent on others to protect them from danger
- they are generally incapable of removing themselves from
the fire sources if ignition should occur, and cannot "stop,
drop, and roll" if clothing catches fire. Moreover, those
infants that are mobile at this age are at risk of exposure
to ignition sources. We must be diligent in ensuring that
this extremely vulnerable group is adequately protected.
Revocation of the relaxed flammability standards will help
ensure this outcome.

- The revocation of the relaxed flammability standard for
snug-fitting sleepwear is just as important to our
children’s safety. While tight-fitting sleepwear is less
likely to come in contact with a flame or other ignition
source, the garment must be nearly skintight, and tight at
the wrists, ankles, waist and other key points for it to be
a "safer choice." Furthermore, parents often acquire such
sleepwear - either by purchasing or through "hand-me-downs"-
that is larger than the child currently wears. 1If the
garment is purchased large, allowing room for a child to
"grow into it," the purpose of tight-fitting, from a burn
gsafety perspective, has been defeated. It is also
guestiocnable whether tight fit will compensate for the
increased dangers associated with a more flammable material
such as cotton.’
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- Available injury and death data suggest that the more
stringent flammability standards in effect prior to the
September 1996 relaxation by the CPSC were clearly working.
There have been fewer injuries or deaths involving ignition
of children’s sleepwear since enactment of the standarxd
nearly twenty-five years ago. This low level of injuries '
and deaths can primarily be attributed to the more
stringent, previously established flammability standards.

As a member of the Avera McKennan Hospital Burn Team who must
deal with the pain, suffering, and cost of burn injuries on a
daily basis, I strongly support the proposed revocation of the
relaxed flammability standards for children’s sleepwear. It can
make a difference in the prevention of death and disfigurement
for our nation’s children.

Sincerely,

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

RE: Sleepwear Revocation

IMWWWMWW&&MWSM&M@(CPSOMMWMq
standards for children’s Sleepwear. This action reinstates the previous, stricter CPSC standards for children's sleepwear
WWMmewpwmmmmtmmmawmﬁm'smm
young chiidren.
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they are generally i of removing themsetves from the fire source if ignition should occur, and camnot “stop,
dmp,androll"ifclmhmgcachsﬁm.Momvu,mosemﬁanammobﬂemmisagemmﬁskotewumw
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Revocation of the relaxed flammability standards will help ensure this outcome.

. ThemowﬁmofthmhmdﬂammﬁhWMdﬁrmg-ﬁﬁngWhjuﬁummmmmchHM's
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tight-fitting, from a burn safety perspective, has been defeated. It is also questionable whether tight fit will compensate
fortheincreaseddangmassodmdwithammeﬂammablematcﬁalmhasomom

. Availableilﬂuqudd:ﬂh@mggﬁ&ﬂ@mﬂsﬁngpmﬂmmﬁﬁwmmmwmmmw
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children’s slecpwear since enactment of thestan&rdnwlytwemy—ﬁveyenrsago.ThislowIevelofinjmiwandduths
mnpdmaﬁlybemhmdwmemmsuingengmwimmlymuishedﬂammbiﬁtymdards.

As a member of the health care profession Fire & EMS Service who must deal with the pain, suffering, and cost of burn
injm’isanadaﬂybasis,Is&onglymppoﬂ&cpromudmﬁonof&enluedﬂmmaﬁﬁwmmmwath’s
sleepwear. It can make a difference in the prevention of death and disfigurement for our nation’s children.

Sincerely in fire safety,
2y T4

Al Wedel, Fire Chief
Olivette Fire Department

W@n Burn Association
t
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March 8. 1999 ( J) #SU)

Sadye E. Dunn

Sccrelary

Consumer Product Safcty Commission
Washington, D.C. 20207 '

Re: Sleepwear Revocation

Dear Ms. Dunn:

We are writing (o urge ihe Consumer Product Safety Commission lo revoke its 1996 amendments to the
Flammable Fabrics Act and return to the stronger fire safety standards which kept children safe for more than
(wenly-five years, :

As you know, after passage of the strict fire safety standard, the number of children suffering from bums
dropped dramatically. In fact, {he National Fire Protection Association eslimales that without this standard. there
would have been len limes as many deaths and substantially more injurics, associnted with children's steepwear.,
Clearly it is a protection thal worked. L

Some argue that there has been no increase in the number of burn injuries and deaths since the standard
changed. This is partially due lo problems in the reporting of burn injuries. Furthermore. we do not believe thal
we should wait for children to be injured before we return (o 2 standard which worked for decades. There are
several problems with the new standards which we believe will put children in danger in the fature,

The revised standard which exempls “light fifting” sleepwear in children’s sizes up to 14 is based on the
assumplion that parcnts will dress {heir children in tight fiting clothes. Anyone who has bought cloihes for a child
knows (hat you do not buy something that fits tightly-you buy something big enaugh for the child ta grow inlo.
Many parents dress their children in hand-me-downs which may be far too big for the child. The combination of
clothing made of materials which are not resistant to fire and sleepwear that is not tight fitting , may be lethal.

The reviscd standard which exempls sleepwear for infanis nine months or younger from any fise safcly
regulntions is even more dangerous. Many infants at this age arc crawling, and should they somehow became
exposed lo a Mame would be compietely valnerable. Infants deserve more profection, not less.

The Consumer Product Salety Commission’s decision 1o relax the firc safety standard was made with the
understanding that the manufacturer” would fund a substantial public awarcness campaign so that consumers
would understand the imporiance of dressing their children in tight fitting clothes. This campaign has not
materialized. Additionally, the lags Lhat were supposed lo inform consumers that a garmeni is nol flame resistant
are difficult 1o understand. As you are probably aware, most are in English-making i1 difficult fos non-English
reading consumers 1o understand that a garmenl is not flame resistant.

) We have the utmost respect for the Consumer Product Safety Commission. The CPSC is the prenticr
~ agency for protecting our children’s safety. Parents look to you to help them ensure their children grow up happy
and healihy. We urge you nol to sent parents the wrong message. Please return o the stricl fire safely standard

which was in piace until 1996. Please do not wait until the number of children hurned begins 1o risc before you act
lo protect them. : '

Sincerely,




