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lntroduction

I What is your name?

Name:

9 Do you agroe wlth the propoEals relatlng to baby productrs (¡.e. that items covered by covered by BS EN188g (wheelod child

;i:i::]ff'ancl 
BS ENl466 (carry cols and stands) are rsmovod rrom scape, wrth padded praypens rr"ared in rhe same way as

5 Tho prqposed regulationE cover eny item of domestic furniture which ¡s ordinarlly intendod for private uso in a dwolling and compr¡ss€ acover fabric and a fiiling.Do you agree with the revisod definitfon of the Regurafion,s scopo?

2 What is your emeil addrese?

Email:

ñe

3 What is your organ¡sation?

Organisåtlon:
Community Playthings

4 How would you classify ybur organisation?

Organisat¡on type:
Medium bus¡ness (S0 to 2S0 staf)

Other - please describe here:

Scope

Yes

Comment box:

Yes

Commônt box:

sleeping bags and mattress protectors should be removed from scope of the regulations.

7 Do you agreo with the proposals ¡elating to cushiôns and soat parls (í.e. that they remain excruded from cover fests but.the def¡nition ofthæo products to be specified mors clearly)?

Yes

Comment bor:
Cushions should remaín excluded from lhe scope.

8 Do you agres with the proposals rolating to outdoor furniture (i.e. that outdoor furniture unsuitable for use inslde the home, and clearlylabelled as not complying with the Rogulations) should bê out of scope?

Yes

Comment box:

6 Do you agree with the proposals relating to cleeping bags and mattross protectors (i.e. those which can be put ¡n a washing machine arssxplicltly removed from scops and do not have to meef the requirementc of the rogurations)?

No



Comment box:
I agree that baby products should be removed from scope. However, this should include items covered by Bs EN 71 6 (cots) and BS EN 1 I 30 (cribs and cradles),and BS 8509 (Chitdren's beds).

'10 Do you agree with the proposed treatment of second-hand products (¡.e. that they woufd be required to bear tho rcleyant pormanont
label)?

Yes

Comment box:

Testing ,: :-. , i

I I Do you agree to removing the Filting I option? (i.e. to removo the optlon to test whero cove¡s are placed dlrecly over the foam filllng inthe final product)

Not sure

Commont box:

{ 2 Do you agree that the spgcmcatSons set out in the draft Regulations for the test foam and flbre wrap ere sufflcient to achleye the
objectives of the Regulations?

Not sure

Gomment box:

13 Do you agre€ that thê rogurations shourd pricvide a protectivê covor option?

Yes

Comment box:

14 lf yes, do you agroe wlth our proposod d€finftion of protectiyeness?

Yes

Commont box:

15 Do you agree with tho proposgd requ¡rements for components closo to the covor?

No

Gomment box:
It is almost universally recognised that this will op€n the way for all k¡nds of unforeseen issues. There could be flammable, paper, cardboard or wood components
that are "close to the cover'' that could lead to failures. lt has to be thought about very carefully before introducing new requirements.

16 Do you agree that there is no nêed for the cigarette test for cover3 that pass tho revis€d match t€t?

Yes

Comment box:

That seems to make sense as I have never heard of a material passing the match test and then failing the cigarette test.

17 For business respondents ' which of the routes to .orpìi"n." do you expect to follow for most of your products?

Schedule 3 interliner

Gomment box:
As a business we are trying to move entirely away from the use of chemicaf flame retardants. A wool wrap is one idea but th¡s will take a lot of research anddevelopment and w¡rr depend parily on the outcome of rhe revision of these regurations.

l8 For bueiness Þspondènts - what do you expect the impact ol the testing proposals to be on your use of flame retardanß in cover¡?

Decrease

Comment box:
f rrespective of what the pro@sed regulations sÞecify, we as a business are trying to move entirely away from the use of chemical flame retardants. lt will take alot of research and development to achieve this but we are committed to getting rid of the nasties.

19 For busíness respondents ' what do you expect the impact of the tæting proposals to bo on your overall use of flame retardants?



lrrespect¡ve of what the proposed regulat¡ons speciry, we as a business are trying to move entirery away from the use of chemicar flame retardants. lt wiil take alot of research and deveropment to achieve this but we are committed to getting rid of the nast¡es.

Traceability and enforcement

20 Do you.agree with the product rccord/technical file requiremonts for manufactuprs and ¡mporte.?

Yes

25 Do you agree wlth our estimatê of traceabllity time in the lmpact Assessmont - io one-off input of 16 hours per firm and ongo¡ng peryear time of 48 hours per firm? lf not can you provide additional evidence to support your answsr?

Comment bo¡:
This is manufacturing best pract¡ce.

ã 

"DorYou 

agree with the requirements for the single permanont labsl, and the proposal to Þmove the requirement for additional dicpfay

No

Comment box:
Any sort of raber is burd€nsome and does not add varu€ or make the product any safer

22 what do you think þ the most effective means of conveying ths uss of flame rotardants in the cover of. thfs product eg by toxt, symbol?
Comment box:
This information should be in the technical lfle, not in a label of any kind

Other questions

23 Do you agree that a 24 month transition perlod ls sufficient, and that the changes should be roviou,ed in f¡vo years?

No

Comment box:
24 months is very short. 36 months wourd be better. The lîve year review pefiod is oK.

24 Do you have any othe¡ comments on the proposals or draft rogulations?

Comment box:
why are we still specifying a standard from 1982 for the cigarette and match tests? BSI æfuses to update this standard because it is listed in the FFFSR so it.is a

åïåffHütrT::ilåil:dated 
rhis cvcre needs to be broken. IMat is wrons with usins BS EN ss7 and Bs EN 1021? rt ¡s tme to embrace the zrstl

lmpact Assessment

Decrease

Gomment box:

Not sure

Gomment bo¡:

26 How much do you est¡mate you would save per year from the rsmoval of the cigarette test?

Amount eaved:
â100

Not Answered

Comment box:

27 How mi¡ch do you estlmate yo'u would save per year from reduced use of flame ¡etardants?

Amount saved

Nothing

Comment box:
Our suppliers would have to pass the cost saving on which is not ve¡y likely



28 Are you aware of any further costs or beneflts wo hsvo not ldentlfled ln the lmpact r¡¡es¡mont? please oupport ¡ylth any evidence you
hav9.

Not surê

Commerit box:

29 To wñat extont do you agrco that, overalt, thess propoæls roprþaont a reaconable compronlso; boarlng ln mlnd the lnforma¡on ln this
Gonlultatlon décument, foodback on the ptevloua (2ol.l) conilltatlon, and other ¡takeholder lnput durlng the roylon?

Agree

Gomment box:


