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lntroduction

I What is your namo?

Name:

2 What is your.emall addross?

Email:

3 What is your organisatlon?

Organ¡sation:
NCC (The National Caravan Council)

4 How would you classify your organisation?

Organisation type:
Business representative organisation/trade body

Other - please describe here:

Scope

5 The proposed regulations cover any item of domest¡c furniture which is oidinarily lntendsd for private use in a dwolling and comprisss a
covsr fabric and a filling.Do you agreo with the rev¡ssd definition of tho Regulation,c scope?

Yes

Comment box:

6 Do you agree wlth the proposals relating to slooping bags and mattress protectors (i.e. those which can be put in a washing machino are
explicitly removed from scope and do not have to moêt tho roquiroments of the regulations)?

Yes

Comment box:

7 Do you agrqê with the proposals relating to cushions and soåt pads (i.e. that they remain excluded f¡om cover tests but the definition of
these products to be cpecified more clearly)?

Yes

Cornment box:

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

Yes

Comment box:

9 Do you agree with the proposals relat¡ng to baby products (i.e. that items covered Þy covered by BS ENIBBS (wheeled child
conveyances) and BS ENl466 (carry cots and stands) are romovod from scope, with padded playpens treated in thè same way as
mattresses)?

Not sure

Comment box:

Not really relevant to the work of the NCC
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10 Do you agree with the proposed trêatment of seçond-hand products (i.e. that thoy would be t€qulrsd to bear the Þlovant permanent ''

labol)?

Yes

Comment bo)(:

The pr€vious vers¡on of the regulations included an easement for second hand caravans due tô the seating / upholstered furnitu¡e being an integral part ot, end

bespoke to the caravan. lt is therefore not easy for non-compliant fumiture to be removed, retested or replaced when a caravan is resold into the s€cond-hand

market. The value of the upholstered furniturê ¡s small in comparison to the value of the overall cãravan it would be onerous for individuals or businessês to be

proh¡bited from selling an ent¡re caravan on the basis that the upholstered furniture did not carry the conect labelling. The NCC would therefore suggest that there

¡s an exclusion included w¡thin the regulations to cover this specif¡c situation.

Testing

l l Do you qgrss to removing the Filling I option? (i.e. to removo the option to test whero coven are placed directly ovsr the foam filling in

the final product)

Yes

Comment box:

1 2 Do you sgree thal the specifications set out ¡n the draft Regulations for ths test foam and fibre wrap are sufficient to ach¡evo the

objoctlves of the Regulations?

Not sure

Comment box:

1 3 Do you agree that the regulations should provide a protectivo cover option?

Yes

Comment box:

14 lf yes, do you agree w¡th our proposed deflnftion of protoctiveness?

Yes

Comment box:

15 Do you agree with the proposed requirements for components closg to ths cover?

Yes

Comment box:

l6 Do you agree that there ¡s no nê€d for the cigarstte test for covers that pass the revised match test?

Yes

Comment box:

l7 For businoss respondents - Which of the routes to compllance do you expect to follow for mosl of your products?

Schedule 3 interliner

Comment boi:
Protective cover option also used in some products within the caravan ¡ndustry

{8 For business respondents - What do you expect the impact of the testing proposals to bo on your u3o of flame retardants in coveæ?

No change

Comment boxi

l9 For business respondents - What do you expect the impact of the testing proposals to be on your overall use of flame retardants?

No change

Comment box:
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Tråceability and enforcement

20 Do you agrse wlth the product recordltechnical file requirements for manufacturo6 and importors?

Yes

Comment box:
We welcome the reduc{ion in the requlrements for record keeping at the consumer end of the supply chain.

21 Do you agree wlth the Ìeguiremsnt8 for tho singlo psrmanont label, and the proposal to removs the requirement for additional display
labels?

Yes

Comment box:
The single design of ¡abel will ¡ncrease traceability.

22 What do you think þ the most effectivo msans of conveylng the use of flame rotardantE in the coyêÌ of thls product sg by tsxt, symbol?

Comment box:
Not sure

Other questions

23 Do you agree thàt a 24 moñth traßition period is sufficient, and thåt thê changos should bs revlewed ln flve years?

Yes

Comment box:
Please see note regarding the special exclusion for second hand caravans above

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

.Comment box:
None

lmpact Assessment

25 Do you agres with our ost¡mate of traceablllty tim€ in tho lmpact Assessment - ie one-off input of 16 hourc per firm and ongoing per
year time of 48 hours per flrm? lî not can you provide additional eyidence to support your ansvysr?

Not sure

Comment box:

26 How much do you estimate you would savo per year from the removal of the cigarctte test?

Amount saved::

Not sure

Comment box:

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

Amount gaved::

Not sure

Comment box:

28 Are you aware of any further costs or benefits r¡ne have not idsntified in the impact assessment? please support with any evidence you
have.

Not sure

Comment box:

29 To what extent do you agroe that, overall, these proposals represent a reasonable comprom¡so - bearing in mlnd the information ln this
consultation document, feedback on the previous (2014) consultâtion, and otherstakeholdor input during the reviow?



Skongly agree

Comment box:


