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lntroduction

1 
What is your name?

Nañè:

2 What iE your ema¡l address?

Ema¡l:

3 What ls your organisation?

Organisation:

Mamas and Papas Limited

4 How would you classify your organ¡sation?

Organisation type:
Large business (over 250 staff)

Other - please describe here:

Scope

5 The proposed regulations cover any ltem of domostic furniture vùh¡ch ls ordinarily intended for private use in a dwelling and comprises a
cover fabric and a filling,Do you agroe wlth the rovised d€fin¡t¡on of the Regulation's scope?

Yes

Comment box:

6 Do you agree with the proposals relating to sleeping bags and mattress protoctôrs (í.o. thoso which can be put in a washing machine are
explicltly romoved from scope and do not have to meet thê requirements of the regulations)?

Yes

Gomment box:
ln principle but a tighier definition of parameters might be helpful

7 Do you agree with the proposals relating to cushions and s€at pads (i.e. that they remain excluded from cover tests but the definition of
those products to be specified more clearly)?

Yes

Comment box:

I Do you agree with the proposals rolat¡ng to outdoor furniture (i.e. that outdoor furn¡tur€ unsuitable for use insids the home, and clearìy
labelled as not complying with ths Rogulations) should be out of scope?

Yes

Comment box

9 Do you agree with the proposale rolatang to baby products (i.e. that items covered by covered by BS EN1888 (wheeled child
conveyances) and BS ENl466 (carry cots and stands) are removed from scope, with padded playpens treated in the same way as
mattresses)?

Yes

Commênt box:
Some minor clarif¡cation may be required as to how other ch¡ld care articles are treated



10 Do you agree wlth the proposed treatmsnt of second-hand products (¡.e. that thoy would be roquired to bsdr tho rslovant permânent.

label)?

Yes

Comment box:

Testing

l1 Do you agr6o to removing ths Fll¡¡ng 1 option? (i.e. to removo the option to test where covois are placed directly over the foam filling in

the flnal product)

Yes

Commênt box:

I 2 Do you agree that the specifications sot out in the draft Regulations lor the tost foam and fìbre wrap are sufficient to achieve the

objectives of the Rôgulations?

Not sure

Comment box:

{3 Doyou agree that ths regulatlons should provide a protective cover option?

Yes

Comment box:

14 lf yos, do you agrsg with our propossd defin¡t¡on of protectivonsss?

Yes

Comment box:

15 Do you agree wlth the proposed requirements for components close to the cover?

Yes

Comment box:

This suits ch¡ldcare art¡cles but may be an issue for fumiture manufacturers

16 Do you agree that thero is no need for the cigarette têst for covers that pass the revised match tæt?

Yes

Comment box:

l7 For business respondents - Which of the routes to compliance do you expect to lollow for most of your products?

Non-protect¡ve cover + @mpliant components

Comment box:

This is the route (by design) that will enable us to reduce flame retardant chemicals on our products.

1 I For business rsspondonts - What do you expect the impact of the testing proposals to bo on your use of flame retardants in covers?

Decrease

Comment box:

The proposals w¡ll mean a very signif¡cant decrease in our use of flame retardants

I 9 For businEss rospondents - What do you expect the ¡mpact of the tosting proposals to be on your overall use of flams retardants?

Oecrease

Comment box:

Traceability and enforcement

20 Do you agree with the product recordltechnical fite rcquirements tor manufacturors and importee?



Yes

Commênt box:

2l Do you agree wlth the requlroments for the single pormanent labsl, and the proposal to þmove the rêquirement for additional dbplay
labels?

Yes

Comment box:

22 Whaldo you think is the most effoctive means of conveying the use of flame rotardanþ in the cover of thís product eg by toxt, symbol?

Comment box:

Text

Other questlons

23 Do you agree that a 24 month transition per¡od is sufficient, and that the changes should be reviewsd in five years?

Yes

Commsnt box:

24 Do youhave any other comments on the proposals or draft regulat¡ons?

Comment.box:

We see the principle of the proposals will facilitate the reduction in exposúre to chem¡cal treatments for babies and small children which is to be welcomed as well
as del¡ve¡ing s¡gnificant savings and with no reduction in safety

lmpact Assessment

25 Do you agree with our estimate of traceab¡lity time in the lmpact Assessment - ie ône-off input of 16 houn¡ per firm and ongoing per
year time of 48 hours per firm? lf not can you prov¡do additional evidsncê to support your answer?

Not sure

Comment box:

26 How much do you estimate you would save per year frorñ tho removal of the cigarotts test?

Amount saved::

Not sure

Comment box:

27 How much do you sstimato you would save per year from reduced use of flame rstardants?

Amount saved::

seúeral million pounds

Not sure

Comment box:

28 Ars you aware of any further costs or benefits we have not identified in th€ ¡mpact assessment? Ptease su¡iport with any evidence you
have.

No

Commont box:

29 To what extent do you agree that, ovenall, these proposals rspresent a reasonabls compromise - bearing in m¡nd the information in thls
consultat¡on document feedback on the prevlous (2014) consultation, and other stakeholder input during the revíew?

Agree

Commênt box:

Strongly agree in respect of child care products but understand that the Fumiture lndustry may have residual issues




