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lntroduction

1 What is your name?

Name:

9 Do you agr€e wlth the proposals relating to baby products (i.e. that ltems covered by covsfed by BS ENlg88 (wheeled chiltl

;:ï:t:::Ë'and 
BS ENl466 (carry coûs and stands) are removed rrom scope, w*h padded praypens trearod ¡n the same way as

5 The proposed regulations covor any item of domestic furnlture urhich is ordinarily intendod for private use in a clwelling and comprises acovor fabrrc and a fiiling.Do you agree wrth the revrsed defrn¡tion of the Reguration,s scope?

2 What is your email address?

Email:

No

3 What is your organisation?

Organ¡sation:

Bugaboo lntemational BV

4. How would you classify your organisation?

Organisat¡on type:
Manufacturer

Other - please describe hêre:

Scope

Yes

Comment box:

Yes

Gomment box:

7 Do you agree with the proposals relatÍng to cushion¡ and seat pads (i.o. that th€y remain excruded from covor tosts but the def¡niron ofthgse pro.ducts to be specified more clearly)?

Yes

Comment box:

I Do you agree with the proposals refating to outdoor furniture (i.e, that outdoor furniturs unsuitable for use ¡nside the home, and cleartylabslled as not complying with the Regulations) should be out of scope?

Not sure

Comment box:

6 Do you agree with ihe proposals relating to sloeping bags and mattress protectons (i.e. those which can be put ¡n a washing machlne aregxplicitly removod from scope and do not have to meot the requiremente of the roguragoß)?

Yes

Commant box:
Although products covered under EN1 2790 (reclined cradles) should also be removed from the scope for the same reason



'10 Do you agree with the propossd troatmont oJ second-hand products (¡,ê. that they would be requlred to bear the ,sle"aìt pornandrlt
label)?

Yes

Commont box:

Testing

l1 Do you agree to removing ths Filling 1 optlon? (i.e. to removs the opt¡on to tost wherg covor€ are placed direcily over the foam flllang inthe flnal product)

Yes

Comment box:

I 2 Do you agree that the spscll¡cations 3et out ¡n the draft Regulat¡ons for the test foam and flbre wrap are suft¡clsnt to achiovo tho
objsctives of the Regulations?

Yes

Comment box:

13 Do you agree that the rcgurations shourd provrd€ a protect¡vo cover option?

Yes

Comment box;

14 If yes, do you agree wlth our proposed definifion of protectivoness?

Yes

Comment box:

15 Do you agrse with the propoeed requiruments for compononts closelo the cover?

Not sure

Comment box:

16 Do you agree that there ¡s no need for the cigarette te6t for covorc that pass the revlsed match test?

Yes

Comment box:.

17 For business respondonts - which of the routes to compl¡anco do you expect to follow for most of your products?

Non-proteciive cover + compliant components

Comment box:

18 Fo¡ business respondents - what do you expect the lmpact of the ts¡ting proposats to be on your us€ of flame roúardants in covers?

Decrease

Gomment box:

19 For business respondents 'what do you oxpect the impact of the test¡ng proposais to be on your overall use of 

'flame 

¡etardants?

Decrease

Comment box:

Traceability and enforcement

20 Do you agree wlth the product record/technical file requiremsnts for manufacturers and importers?

Yes



,
Comment box
but it should be in line with best practice and what is alreâdy done by responsible manufaclurers (i.e. GpsD)

2l Do you agroe wlth the requirements for ths single permanent label, and the proposaf to rsmoye the r€quirêment for additionar dispraylabels?

Yes

Comment box:

22 what do you think is tho most effdcti'e means of coÉYey¡ng the use of flams rotardants in the cover of this product eg by text, symbor?
Comment box:
symbols or text. so long as it is standardized and clear

Other questions

23 Do you agree that a 24 month transltfon period ls sufficient, and that the changes ghould be reviewed in five years?

Comment box:

24 Do you have any other comments on the proposals or draft rsgulations?

.Comment box:

lmpact Assessment

Yes

25 Do you agree wfth our est¡mats of traceabflity time in the lmpect Assessmeni - ie one-off input ol 16 hours per firm and ongoing peryear tlmo of 48 hours per firm? lf not can you provide additional evidence to eupport your answsr?

Not sure

Commont box;
i think '16 hours is a bit short

26 How much do you eEtimate you would save pqr year from the r€moval of the cigarette test?

Amount saved::

Not sure

Comment box:

27 How much do you estimate you would save per year from reduced use of flame retardants?

Amount saved::
1 0000

Noi Answered

Comment box:

;:":.t 
t"" aware of any further costs or benefits we haye not ¡denfified in tho impact asssssmont? please suþport with any evidence you

Yes

Comment box:
Publicity costs and expranations as to why we have differing products in the uK and Eu

29 To what extent do you agreo that, ovoralt, thesê proposals represent a reasonable compromiso - bearing ¡n mind the informat¡on ¡n th¡sconsultation document, feedback on the previous (2014) consultation, and other stakeholder input durlng the review?

Agree

Comment box:




