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lntroduction

I What is your name?

Nâme:

2 What is your email address?

Email:

Yes

3 What is your organlsation?

Organisat¡on:

K¡ds ll

4 Hgw would you classify your organisation?

Organisation type:
Manufacturer

Other - please describe here:

Scope

5 The propos€d regulations covor any itsm ol dom6tic furnlture which is ordinarily intended for private use in a dwelling and comprises a
cover fabric and a fllling.Do you agreo wlth the revised definltlon of the Rogulation's scope?

Yeg

Comment box:

6 Do you agroo with the proposals relating to slooplng bags and mattress protectors (¡.e. those which can be put in a washing machine are
explicltly removed from scope and do not havo to mset the requirements of the rggulations)?

Not sure

Comment box:

7 Do you agree with the proposals relating to cushions and ssat pads (i.e. that they rema¡n sxcluded from coyer tests but the dêflnition of
thæo products to be specif¡ed more clearly)?

Not sure

Comment box:

Part of the definition should ¡nclude types of products that it would attached to (¡e ì,\rooden chairs). There could be confusion as ch¡ldren's products contain seat
pads unless these are intended to be exempt.

I Do you agree with th€ proposals relat¡ng to outdoor furniture (¡.e. that outdoor furnituro unsuitable for uso inside the home, and clearly
labelled as not complying with the Rogulat¡ons) should be out of scope?

Yes

Comment box:

9 Do you agres w¡th the proposals relating to baby products (i.e. that items covered by covered by BS ENl888 (whosled.chitd
conveyance3) and BS ENl466 (carry cots and stands) ar6 removod from scops, with padded playpons treated in the same way as
mattresses)?

No



Comment box:

All children's products should be exempt. Carry cots and playpens can be used for sleep in the home. Bouncers, rockers, ìnfant swings, jumpers, highchairs

should be exempt as well.

Reason 1 - EN standards require conformance to flammability requirements as well per EN1103, or EN71-2)

Reason 2 - California Technical Bulletin 117 was updated ¡n 20'13 to exempt children's products over concern of exposure to flame retardants to a vulnerable

population.

Additional exemptions should be:

-Reclined Cradles ENl 2790

-swings EN16232

-Cradles 8N1130
-Cribs EN716

-High Chairs EN14988

-Chair mounted seats EN 16120

-Walkers ENl272
-other various ch¡ldrenrs products (stationary activity centers, inclined sleep products, floor seats, etc)

l0 Do you agree with the propos€d treatment of second-hand products (i.e. that they would be rsquired to bsar the relovant permanont

label)?

Not sure

Comment box:

Testing

1'l Do you agree to removing the Filling 1 optlon? (i.e. to romovs the option to test where covsrs are placed directly ovsr the foam flll¡ng in

the f¡nal product)

Not sure

Comment box:

l2 Do you agroe that the cpeclfications sot out in tho draft Regulations for the test foam and flbre wrap are suffic¡ent to ach¡eve the

objectives of the Regulations?

Not sure

Comment box:

I 3 Do you agree that the regulations should provide a protective covei option?

Not sure

Comment box:

14 lf yos, do you agree with our proposed definition of protectiveness?

Not sure

Comment box:

l5 Do you agreê with the proposed r€quirements for components close to the cover?

Not sure

Comment box:

f 6 Do you agres that thero is no need for the cigaretto test for covors that pass the revised match test?

Not sure

Comment box:

l7 For business rospondents - Wh¡ch of the routes to compliance do you expect to follow for most of your products?

Not sure

Comment box:



18 For bßinoss respondonts - What do you expect the lmpact of the tgsting proposals to bo on your use of flame rctardants ln covers?

Not sure

Comment box:

19 For buslness rospondents - What do you expect the lmpact of the testing proposals to be on your oyerall u¡e of flame rstardants?

Not sure

Comment box:

Traceability and enforcement

20 Do you agreê wlth the product r€cordltechnical file requirements for manufacturers and importers?

Not sure

Comment box:

21 Do you agrêe wlth the requirements for the single permanent label, and the proposal to removs the requirement for additional display
labels?

Yes

Comment box:

22 What do you think ¡s the most effective means of conveying the use of flame retardants in the cover of th¡s product eg by text, symbol?

Comment box:

Other questions

23 Do you agree that a 24 month transitlon poriod ls sufficient and that the changes should be revlewed in five yeans?

Yes

Comment box:

24 Do you have any other comments on the proposals or dratt regulatlons?

Comment box:

lmpact Assessment

25 Do you agree with our estlmate of traceabllity tlms in the lmpact Assessment - is one-off input of l6 hours per flrm and ongoing per
year time of 48 houre per firm? lf not can you provide addltional eyidsnce to support your an¡wer?

Not sure

Comment box:

26 How much do you estimatè you would save per year from the removal of the cigarette test?

Amount saved::

Not sure

Comment box:

27 Howmuch do you estimate you wquld save per year from roduced use of flame retardants?

Amount aaved::

Not sure

Comment box:

28 Are you aware of any further costs or benefits we have not identified in the impact assessment? Please support with any evidence you
have.



Not sure

Commont box:

29 To what extent do you agroo that, overal¡, those proposals rcpresont a rpa¡onable compromlso - bearing ln mind the lnfonnatlon ln thlr
con¡ultatlon doeumen! leodbrck on the prevlous (20{4) con¡ultatlon, and other stakoholder lnput durlng the roviqr?

Not sure

Commenl box:


