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lntroduction

I What ¡s yoür namo?

Name:

R¿dccl'ecJ

2 What ¡s your email address?

Emâil'

Not Answered

3 What ¡s your organisation?

Organisation
Shnuggle Ltd

4 How would you classify your organisation?

Orgânisation type:
Manufacturer

Other - please dêscribe here;

Scope

5 The proposed regulations cover any item of domsstic furniture which is ordinarily intended for private use ¡n a dwelling and comprises a
cover fabric and a filling.Do you agree with the rêv¡ssd definition of ths Regulation's scope?

Yes

Comment box:
we agree that the new scope more fairly represents the requirements of the products, and the removål of carry cots and stands will enable us to further remove
harmful FR chemicals from our producls.

6 Do you agree with the proposals relating to sleop¡ng bags and mattress protectors (¡,e. those which can be put in a wash¡ng machine are
explicitly removed from scope and do not have to meet the requirements of the regulations)?

Yes

Comment box:

7 Do you agree with the proposals relating to cushions and seat pads (i,e. that they remain excluded from cover tests but the definition of
thsse products to be specified more cloarly)?

Yes

Comment box:

I Do you agree w¡th the proposals relating to outdoor furniture (i.e. that outdoor furniture unsuitable for use inside the home, and clearly
labelled as not complying with the Regulations) should be out of scope?

YeS

Commênt box:

9 Do you agree with the proposals felat¡ng to baby products (i.e. that items covered by covered by BS ENlggg (wheeled child
conveyances) and BS ENl466 (carry cots and.standslare removed from scope, with padded playpens treated in the same way as
mattresses)?

Yes

Comment box:



10 Do you agree with the propoeed treatmênt of second-hand products (1.e. that they would be required to boar the roloyant pormanent
label)?

Yes

Comment box:

Testing

I I Do you agree to removing the Filling 1 option? (i.e. to iemove the option to test whore covens ar€ placed d¡recily ovor tho foam fllllng ln
th€ final product)

Not sure

Commont box:

12 Do you agree that the specifications set out in the drafi Regulations for the test foam and fibre wrap âre sufficient to achleve tho
ob¡ectivos of thê Rogulations?

Not sure

Gomment box:

I 3 Do you agree thát tho regulations should provide a protsct¡ve covef opfion?

Yes

Comment box:

14 lf yes, do you agree with our proposed det¡nit¡on of protect¡vonoss?

Yes

Comment box:

l5 Do you agree with the proposed roquiremonts for component¡ closo to the cover?

Yes

Comment box:

I 6 Do you agre€ that thsrs is no need for the cigarette test lor covers thaf pass the revised match test?

Yes

Comment box:

17 For business respond€nts - Which of the route¡ to compliance do you expect to follow for most of your products?

Not sure

Comment box:

I I For business reepondents - What do you expsct the impact of the tosting propooals to bg on your use of flame rþtardants in cover¡?

Not sure

Comment box:

19 For business respondonts - What do you expect the impact of the testlng proposals to be on your o""|all u"" of flame retardant8?

Not sure

Comment box:

Traceability and enforcement

20 Do you agro€ w¡th the product record/technical file ruquirements for manufacturee and importer5?

Yes



Comment box:

2l Do you agroe with the requiremonts for the singl€ permanent labol, and the proposal to romovo the rcquirement foi aclditional displaylabols?

Yes

Comment box:

22 tilhat do you think is thê most effective moans of conveying the use of flame retardants in the cover of th¡s product eg by toxt, symbol?
Comment box:
Symbol would be clearest to understând

Other questions

23 Do you agres that a 24 mgnth trans¡tion period ie sufficient, and that the changes should be reviewod in f¡ve years?

Yes

Comment box:

24 Di, you have any other comments on ihe proposals or draft regulations?

Comment bor:

lmpact Assessment

25 Do you agree with our estimate of traceability t¡me ¡n the lmpact Assegsment - ie one-off input of 16 hours per firm and ongoing peryear timo of 48 hours per firm? lf not can you provlde additlonar ovidence to support your answer?

Yes

Comment box:

26 How much do you ostimate you would save per year from the romoval ol tho cigargtte test?

Amount saved:

Not sure

Comment box:

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

Amount saved:

Not sure

Gomment box:

28 Are you aware of any further cosis or benefits ws have not idèntifled in the impact assessment? please support wrth any evÍdence youhave.

Not sure

Gomment box:

Strongly agree

Comment box:

29 To what extent do you agre€ that, overall, thess proposals represent a reasonable compromise - bearing in mind tho information in thisconsultation document, feedback on ths previous (2014) consi¡ltafion, and othêr stakêholdsr input durfng lhe review?


