


 The Consumer Rights Act (CRA) 2015 is defined in the legislation of the United Kingdom (UK) for amending the laws related to the preservation of the rights of the consumers as well as protecting their interests. Part 1 and Part 2, defined under the CRA 2015, is focused on covering the interests and rights of consumers under the condition of a trade agreement between the consumers as well as the related traders in order to deliver the digital content, services, or specific goods (Rodger, 2015; TSO, 2015). In this regard, the present focuses on performing a critical assessment of the advantages and disadvantages of the CRA 2015 along with its critical comparison with other acts.     
	It is analysed that the CRA 2015 applies in relation to the key trade-related contracts that are in association with the consumers in order to promote sales of goods, required services as well as digital content. CRA 2015 is also applicable in need of managing the rights as well as remedies during buying of the digital content, services, as well as any product. Moreover, CRA 2015 can be applied for managing the cases of unfair terms and to depict powers related to consumer enforcement as well as private proceedings identified in competition law (Stevens and Bolton, 2020).  
	Further, the CRA 2015 is identified as the modern framework for the management of consumer rights in order to increase the confidence levels of consumers towards the legislation (TSO, 2015). The CRA 2015 comprises of several main aims that are focussed towards consolidating every form of consumer right encompassing the consumer contracts for goods, services, as well as digital content delivery through Part 1. Further, another aim of CRA 2015 is focussed towards making reforms as well as combining the laws surrounding unfair terms within consumer contracts as per Part 2. Moreover, another aim is directed to simplify as well as consolidate the authorities of the enforcer for detecting violation of the consumer law according to Part 3 (TSO, 2015). 
	Moreover, Part 1 of the CRA covers the consumer contracts that are drafted for acquiring digital content, services as well as goods. Part 1 tends to cover the case of a contractual agreement between the consumer as well as the trader for the purpose of supplying products, digital goods as well as services (TSO, 2015). On the other hand, the CRA 2015 has also introduced important new changes in the form of Part 1 relating to digital content. In the previous acts such as SGA 1979, the intangible form of digital property was not regarded as goods. For instance, a song, when purchased in the form of a CD from a music store in the UK, was considered as "goods". However, whenever a song is downloaded from a website, it is not regarded under the category of "goods". Hence, the songs purchased previously in an online manner by the virtual retailers are not subject to regulation under the SGA 1979. In the new changes of CRA, a new chapter is dedicated to the protection of consumer rights in the case of digital content (Lei et al., 2017). 
	It is further analysed that Part 1, stated under the CRA 2015, is identified as a replacement of the Sale of Goods Act (SGA) (1979). The CRA 2015 tends to replicate a large proportion of the legal terms in close relationship with the quality of provided goods as covered under the SGA 1979 (Giliker, 2017). Under the CRA 2015 Part 1, section 9(2) has stated that the goods are required to be of suitable quality as per the quality standards of a reasonable person. Furthermore, according to section 11(1), the goods are also required to suit the purpose for which they are being supplied as well as match the provided description in the form of product samples (Fieldfisher, 2015). Thus, changes in terms of matching the supplied products with the clear description of product sample are introduced in comparison to the previous legislation.
	Apart from the above, it is further analysed that under the former legislation, legislative acts such as the SGA as well as Supply of Goods and Services Act (SGSA) (1982) are applied on the basis of a condition that whether or not goods are transferred under a definite sale or a service contract (Hojnik, 2017). In contrast to the above, CRA 2015 is much simpler as the goods-related provisions in the CRA 2015 are applied to only goods, and the provisions of digital content and services are applied to their respective provisions. Hence, CRA 2015 is capable of covering a mixture of contracts offering a mixed supply of digital content, services, as well as goods. The consumer is also granted key bespoke statutory remedies under the CRA 2015, where an individual is allowed to return the faulty product within 30 days of its purchase. Further, if the digital content is not in line with the implied terms, then statutory remedies surrounding the replacement and repair along with the price reduction on unavailability of return are present (House of Commons, 2021). 
	On the other hand, it is further reviewed that acts such as SGSA 1982 tend to have a less clearly developed definition of reasonableness as there is a need of employing an additional expert team for offering a judgement for the related business-to-business cases. In addition to the above, the buyer is also required to take actions as per the reasonable grounds for allowing the service providers to make the right decisions for the identified problems. Hence, SGSA 1982 tends to be complex and is replaced by CRA 2015 for management of the consumer-to-consumer as well as business-to-business contractual agreements (Baskind, Osborne and Roach, 2016). 
	On the other side, in accordance with the new changes in Part 2 of CRA 2015 and Unfair Contract Terms Act (UCTA) (1977), it is analysed that the UCTA 1977 tends to cover the current law under the unfair terms for where there is an inclusion of fairness tests to incorporate the provision for assisting the parties such as traders and consumer to evaluate the meaning of the term "fair" (Yidana, 2020). However, the current CRA 2015 tends to introduce simplification in the fairness testing process by the adoption of singular as well as a uniform test for fairness. Under CRA 2015, any term within the consumer contract is regarded as unfair in the case where it generates inequality in the rights of the parties as well as key obligations of the CRA 2015 (Torkar, 2015).
	Moreover, unlike the legislation, namely UCTA 1977, CRA 2015 further comprises a provision of black-listed terms that are automatically considered to be unfair. These terms include restricting the liability for failure in offering reasonable care and skills, exclusion of the liability of unsatisfactory or poor-quality goods, limiting the liability of death or personal injury caused by the negligence of trader as well as limiting the liability to show compliance with constitutional terms (Roach, 2016; Stoop, 2015). Therefore, it can be evaluated that the liability is limited and has not been extended. 
	On the other hand, the key role of Part 2 that is defined under the CRA (2015) is that Part 2 is applicable to the contract prevailing between the consumer as well as the trader, and it is not responsible for covering the contracts defined for employment as well as the notices related to the obligations, liabilities as well as the rights between the employee and an employer. Part 2 of the CRA 2015 is further identified to test the fairness of the notice as per section 62(2), where the notice is identified to cause a noticeable disparity between the obligations and rights held by the two parties (legislation.gov.uk., 2015). Furthermore, a new test is also introduced in section 62(4) of Part 2 in CRA 2015, which states that a term can be considered unfair if contrasting to the need of good faith, the term tends to cause an imbalance in the rights as well as duties of the parties defined under the contract to the harm of the consumers (legislation.gov.uk., 2015a). Further, according to section 63 of Part 2 in CRA 2015, grey list of unfair terms is defined which deals with specific nature of financial service-related agreements. The terms defined under the grey list are prominent as well as transparent according to section 64 (legislation.gov.uk., 2015b). 
	However, according to the new changes introduced in the CRA 2015, an extension of the rules surrounding the enforceability of the unfair contractual terms is observed. This change is introduced to cover the notices up to the extent so that they prevail in relationship with the rights and obligations of the parties under the contract for exclusion of liability of the trader (Poole, 2016). 
	In this regard, the CRA has introduced new changes as compared with the previous legislation where the rights of the consumer against the trader are limited in the case of a non-performance contract. CRA 2015 is also identified to eliminate the caveat prevalent under the old legislative regime under which a term cannot be considered unfair if it is negotiated on individual grounds. The regime of unfair terms was directed at the standard business terms only in the previous regime, such as UCTA 1977 (Fairgrieve and Goldberg, 2020). 
	In contrast to the changes in SGA 1979, the CRA 2015 has also introduced changes in SGSA in terms of consumer contracts. In order to manage the contracts between the business as well as consumers, the provisions enlisted in the previous legislations like SGSA 1982 are changed by CRA 2015 in such a way that they are capable of covering both the consumers as well as business-related contractual agreements (Baskind, Osborne and Roach, 2016). It is further analysed that the sections numbered from 49 to 51 in the CRA 2015 are similar in application to section 13 to section 15 under the SGSA 1982 (MacIntyre, 2018).
	It is further analysed that the main advantage of CRA 2015 is helpful for aligning as well as strengthening the consumer-related remedies for the management of the substandard commodities. CRA 2015 has also helped in the introduction of the new consumer insight for digital content. Furthermore, whenever the trader seeks to install a certain type of product, CRA re-enforces the remedies for goods by allowing the customers to have a 30-day right for rejecting the substandard goods as well as procure a complete refund. It also offers the customers the right of having a complete replacement as well as the right to rejection of price as per section 42(2). Moreover, a final right towards refund for certain products is also granted under section 42(5). It is further examined by the help of applying the case law of Rowland v. Dival (1923), where under section 12(1) of the SGA 1979 as well as section 17(1) of the CRA 2015, the rejection of goods is found to violate the legislation of the UK. CRA 2015 section 17(1) enables the buyer to recover the full price of the purchased goods in such cases (MacIntyre, 2018). In addition to above, CRA 2015 can also be used for making opt-in claims as defined in the case of Merricks v Mastercard case in 2021 (GIBSON DUNN, 2021).
	However, the CRA 2015 also comprises certain disadvantages in terms of handling the problems of credit agreements. For instance, the short-limited right named as the "right to reject" enables the consumers to show legal rejection for goods that are not capable of showing conformity with the contractual agreement for the time period of 30 days after receiving the delivery of the product. The newly launched CRA 2015 is not capable of addressing the key liabilities of the creditor that is observed to finance a sale transaction in the name of the debtor-creditor as well as supplier-based agreement. Under this type of agreement, the buyer is identified to show rejection for the goods that are under the constitutional right (Suleman, 2015). 
	Furthermore, the CRA has helped in understanding the consumer protection terms under the use of simple language with the help of the provisions enlisted in section 68. Section 68 of CRA 2015 describes that notice or any type of written term is required to be transparent, and it is also advised to express such notices and written agreements in simple language that are clearly comprehensible (Bakar, Yasin and Razali, 2018; Conklin, Hyde and Parente, 2019). Hence, it is analysed that the main aims identified in the CRA 2015 are met as it has introduced a new legislative scope for covering the consumer rights on the digital content as well as offering the right to the consumer to seek a complete monetary refund on receiving a product that is unfair as per the standards of the contract (Rodger, 2015).
	However, in order to make improvements in the CRA 2015 for enhancing its usefulness for the future applications, it is recommended to the legislative heads as well as consumer rights policymakers of the UK to draft provisions for granting monetary return to the customers for usage of their consumer-specific data. Further, it is also recommended to make new improvements by launching new provisions in the areas of handling the consumer rights for virtual currencies (UK Parliament, 2022).
	It is deduced that the CRA 2015 has played an integral role in consolidating the consumer and human rights regimes by combining the significant legal sections of the SGA 1979, SGSA 1982, as well as the UCTA 1977. The CRA 2015 has changed the previous acts in terms of opening new provisions for testing fairness and handling digital content. However, new improvements can be made by adding provisions for the management of return on consumer-specific data and virtual currencies.
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