[bookmark: _Hlk102073207]Before the Consumer Rights Act 2015 (CRA) consumer protection legislation had been enacted piecemeal, with  overlapping laws  causing complexity, contradictions, and confusion, which the CRA aimed to address (Giliker, 2017). The main existing laws were: Sale of Goods Act, 1979 (SGA), Supply of Goods and Services Act, 1982 (SGSA), Sale and Supply of Goods Act, 1994 (SSGA), Sale and Supply of Goods to Consumers Regulations, 2002 (SSGCR), Unfair Contract Terms Act ,1977 (UCTA),  Unfair Terms in Consumer Contract Regulations, 1999 (UTCCR) and Consumer Contracts (Information, Cancellation and additional Charges) Regulations, 2013 (CCR).  CRA replaced SSGCR and UTCCR and those portions of SGA, SSGA and UCTA concerning contracts between traders and consumer. CCR which provides additional rights where contracts are concluded away from a retailer’s premises (e.g., online), remains unincorporated. CRA comprises part 1 covering standards consumers can expect when purchasing goods, services and digital content and the remedies available if those standards are not met; part 2 consolidates and updates the law concerning unfair contract terms and notices; part 3 contains miscellaneous provisions concerning regulator enforcement powers, competition law, and related matters (Government, 2015a). 
SGA was written in impenetrable language, from a neutral standpoint, more a referee’s guide between two equal parties, containing more about sellers’ rights than buyers, whereas CRA is written from the standpoint of consumer protection, in language that is easy to understand, and was ground-breaking in providing clear systems of statutory remedies for consumers (LawTeacher,2013a, b).
While SGA refers to “buyers” and “sellers” CRA defines “consumer” and “trader,” copied from the EU Consumer Rights Directive (2011/83), and identical to the CCR, highlighting CRA is really focussed on consumers. This definition of “consumer” includes sole traders and individuals acting “wholly or mainly outside that individual’s trade, business, craft or profession” when purchasing goods/services. The trader definition is also widely drawn. making traders still liable even when acting via third parties; and includes government departments and public sector authorities. Additionally, CRA clarifies a consumer’s contract is with the retailer not the manufacturer (Government, 2015b).
[bookmark: _Hlk102073314]The  words used to define standards required of goods in Part 1  are similar to SGA, with “satisfactory quality, fit for purpose and conform to any description or sample provided by the trader” retained, but with an  added requirement, like the “sale by sample” rule  in  SGA,  that goods must “match any model seen or examined by the consumer,  unless the trader alerts the consumer to specific differences”. Under CRA pre-contract information that traders are obliged to provide under CCR, forms part of the contract, and failure to comply renders the trader liable for any costs incurred by the consumer. Also, if a trader installs goods they supply, that installation must be done correctly. All supply of new goods (sale, hire, or hire-purchase) is covered, with small differences in the detail for hire or hire-purchase, but second-hand goods are excluded, unlike SGA (Conway, 2021a).   
[bookmark: _Hlk102074537]The main addition in the CRA is the provision of clear three-tier statutory remedy structure should goods be defective, replacing the unclear remedies in SGA and the two-tier system available under SSGCR. Tier 1 is a precise “short term right to reject” within 30 days from purchase, replacing the right to refund for unsatisfactory goods returned within an undefined “reasonable” time in SGA (Which, 2015). Tier 2 “right to repair or replacement “already existed under SSGCR; the consumer can choose either repair or replacement, unless one option is disproportionately expensive for the trader. Exercising this option pauses the “30-day period” until the repaired /replaced goods are received at which time the balance of the 30-days or 7 days (whichever is longer) remains for the consumer to decide whether to progress to the 3rd Tier. Unlike SSGCR, CRA clarified that the consumer need only accept one attempt at repair/replacement, and should the goods still be unsatisfactory, the consumer can move to the 3rd remedy, “right to a price reduction” or” final right to reject” with full refund. There is no entitlement to full refund for goods developing a fault after the 30-day “right to reject” period; consumers may request repair/ replacement, but the trader chooses which option. A fault discovered within 6 months of purchase is presumed to have been present from purchase, so if repair/ replacement fails, the consumer can reject the goods and obtain a refund or price reduction, which must be appropriate in light of the circumstances. No deduction can be made for use where the goods are rejected within six months, except for motor vehicles, where traders can make a “reasonable” reduction. Where a fault is detected after 6 months the burden of proof that the product was faulty when purchased falls on the consumer (Heywood, 2021). The goods delivery provisions in CCR were transposed to CRA, i.e., trader must deliver without undue delay and no later than 30 days after purchase and they remain responsible for the goods until they are in the possession of the consumer or delivered to a nominated safe place (LawTeacher, 2013b). 
[bookmark: _Hlk102075541]A significant addition to consumer protection in CRA concerned “digital content.” SGA and SGSA were enacted before the digital era and were, therefore, silent on digital products standards and remedies, causing uncertainty (Braucher, 2006). CRA established “digital content" as a specific category of product defined as data produced and supplied in digital form and made specific provisions concerning it, resolving the confusion (Bray and Kerry, 2015). The provisions apply to digital content “sold,” “licensed” or provided “free” with goods/services although, if “free” the only remedy available is for damage to devices. The standards for digital content echo those for goods- satisfactory quality, fit for purpose and as described, combined with a   two-tier remedy structure:  Stage 1. right to a repair or replacement (within a reasonable time, without significant inconvenience and no cost to consumer), however, the consumer cannot choose one over the other if their choice is disproportionately expensive. Unlike goods, the trader may attempt a number of repairs/ replacements, as long as they are completed within a ‘reasonable’ time without ‘significant’ inconvenience to the consumer. If repair/replacement is impossible,  not provided within a reasonable time, or without significant inconvenience Stage 2  “right  to a price reduction”  up to 100% is  triggered.  There is no short-term right to reject and get a refund if digital content is faulty except where the trader has no legal right to supply. If digital content damages the consumer’s device or other digital content they can require that the trader repairs, or compensates for, the damage (Conway,2021a.). Tangible digital content (e.g., CD) is subject to digital content standards, however, if those standards are breached the consumer can pursue the more favourable remedies available for goods, including the short-term right to reject. As with goods pre-contractual information forms part of the contract, and any breach renders the trader liable for any costs, up to 100% of the price (Fieldfisher, 2015). 
Before CRA, service contracts were covered by SGSA, which aimed to protect consumers from poor workmanship, but was poorly drafted; it specified “reasonableness” as a matter of fact, but it did not define it, so aggrieved consumers had to obtain expensive expert opinion to challenge traders in any breach of contract action (LawTeacher, 2013c). CRA does not define a “service,” stating it applies to all service sectors, except where expressly excluded, whether provided with or without goods, excluding in Scotland for services feely provided, but where a trader makes goods for a consumer (e.g., dressmaking) the agreement is deemed a goods contract and those remedies apply. CRA retains the implied terms in SGSA for services “to be performed with reasonable care and skill, within a reasonable time and at a reasonable price.” Under SGSA the only remedy for breaches was to sue for damages, but CRA introduced a two-stage statutory remedy structure, without precluding the consumer from suing for redress. In event of unsatisfactory performance consumers can request Step 1, re-performance of the service, without additional cost or significant inconvenience and within a reasonable time. Where the service is not performed within a reasonable time, without significant inconvenience to the consumer or where Step 1 is not achieved satisfactorily, Step 2, an appropriate price reduction, may be invoked (Nelsons, 2015). CRA added another provision whereby any spoken or written statement made by the trader may be binding if the consumer relies on it when deciding to enter into the contract or making decisions about the service later, whereas before consumers had to pursue a claim for misrepresentation in court, now such statements form part of the contract, as does CCR mandated pre-contract information,  and the remedies above may be invoked (O’Brien, 2015).   
Part 2 of CRA clarified and consolidated consumer law concerning unfair contracts and notices and applies to both negotiated and non-negotiated contract terms, going further than previously. Two pieces of legislation, UCTA and UTCCR had comprised the law on unfair terms, CRA replaced the trader/consumer contract provisions in UCTA and subsumed UTCCR. The concept of unfair terms existed in UCTA but focussed on limiting the extent to which exclusion clauses allowed traders to contract out of liability by outlawing terms that limited liability for death, injury, or negligence, but held other terms be subject to a test of “reasonableness” without defining it or “unfairness.” CRA defined “unfair,” using the definition from UTCCR that a term would be “contrary to the requirement of good faith, if it causes a significant imbalance in the parties' rights and obligations under the contract to the detriment of the consumer” such terms, in contracts and written notices, being deemed unenforceable, although not necessarily the whole of the contract. CRA added a  requirement relating to price setting and main subject matter terms (so called “core terms”), making clear that  to avoid being considered unfair they must  be “transparent and prominent and written in  “plain and intelligible language and must be brought to the consumer’s attention in such a way that the average consumer ( assumed to be well informed, observant, and circumspect) would be aware of the term”, meaning  that critical matters can no  longer be hidden in “small print” (O’Brien, 2015).  An indicative and non-exhaustive schedule of potentially unfair terms in consumer contracts is also provided (‘Grey List “), transposed from the UTCCR, with three additions (CRA,2015, schedule 2). A term is not automatically “unfair” simply by being on this list, and, equally, terms not on the list may be found unfair, but the list may be used to assist a court when assessing for fairness. By setting out the factors to be considered, by a court when determining whether a term is fair, even if neither party to the proceedings raises fairness as an issue and stating that where a term has more than one meaning, the interpretation most favourable to the consumer should be taken, CRA made many aspects of EU legislation explicit (Conway, 2021a).
Part 3 CRA’s provisions improve the powers of regulators to enforce consumer law, providing measures to use against delinquent traders; reforming the rules on the enforcement of competition law; expanding the authority of the Competition Appeals Tribunal and streamlining its procedure to make it easier for consumers to challenge anti-competitive behaviour. It also introduced a limited opt-out collective actions regime and voluntary redress scheme to encourage out-of-court settlements (Cartlidge & Davis, 2015).
The CRA certainly achieved many of its aims, the enhanced remedies  strengthening the ability of enforcers and the courts to protect consumers through the enhanced consumer measures in part 1 and the part 2 (Cartwright,2016),  but  it  did not consolidate consumer legislation into one law, leaving a complicated system for consumers to navigate, which few  are able to fully comprehend (El-Gendi (2017) and there have been few court cases with which to assess CRA’s effectiveness, maybe because businesses are behaving better, but more likely, consumers are still unaware of their rights, or if they are, the uncertainty of the time and costs involved render them reluctant to seek judicial redress (Higgins,2016). 
The CRA could be improved not least by integrating the provisions of the CCR relating to off-premises and distance sales contracts and the 14 days right to cancel (Giliker, 2017). There is also  the need to enhance protection for online shopping  and proposed measures  to prevent unfair exploitation of consumers and ensuring  that subscription contract terms are fair, including auto-renewing contracts, which the Government recognised  (HM Government, 2021, Conway, 2021b), but rather than amending CRA the Government is including these measures in its  On-Line Safety Bill (HM Government, 2022), making understanding  consumer rights more complex.
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