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lntroduction

I What Ê your name?

Name:

2 What is your smail address?

Fmell'

3 What ¡s your organ¡satlon?

Olganiratlon:
Bedfordshire Fire and Rescue Service

4 How would you classify your organisation?

Organilation type:
Local govemment

Other - please de¡cribe here:

Scope

5 The proposed regulations cover any item ol domeatlc furniture whlch b ord¡narily intended for prlvate use in a dwolling and compr¡Ees a
covor fabr¡c and a filling.Do you agree wlth the reyised definition of the Regulation,s ccope?

Yes

Comment box:

6 Do you agree wlth the propo6als relatfng to sleeplng bagE and mattrsas protectors (i.e. thoso which can be put in a washing machine are
expllcitly removed from rcope and do not hays to meet tho requir€montrb of the regulations)?

Yes

Comment box:

7 Do you agree wlth the proposals relating to cushlons and seat pads (i.e. that they rsmain excluded fiom cover tests but the definlt¡on of
these producûs to be speclfied more clsarly)?

Yes

Commont box:

I Do you agreo wlth the proposals relatlng to outdoor furniture (f.e. that outdoor furniture unsuitable for use inslde the home, and clearly
labelled aB not complying with the Regulatlons) should be out of icope?

Yes

Comment box:

9 Do you agros with the proposals relating to baby productrs (i.e. that items covorod by coyerod by BS ENIBB8 (wheeled chilrl
conveyance3) and BS ENl466 (carry cots and stånds) ars removod from scope, with padded playpens troated in the same way as
mattræses)?

Yes

Comment box:
Baby fumiture/items I believe is covered under separate legislàtion



10 Oo you agroo with thà propoaed treatmont of second-hand products (¡.o. that they would be required to bear tho þlevant permanent
labol)?

Yes

Comment bor:

Testing

'tl Do you agree to removing thê Flll¡ng I option? (i.e. to remove the option to tost wher€ coveÉ ano placed direc{y over the foam fllling in
the final product)

Not sure

Gomment box:

the tests ought to repl¡cate all of the possible corñbinations oi fabrics and materials or the regulations provide for use of only those which have been seen as
successful urider test

12 Do you agreo that ths specifications sot out in the draft Regulatlons for the tost foam and tibre wap are sufflclent to achleve the
objectives of the Regulations?

No

Comment box:

as above I am unsuie the speciflcation does deal with every possible construct¡on scenario particularly related to wtìere the test specines the use of modified or
unmodified filling

1 3 Do you agrse that the regulations should provide a protocflve covor option?

Not sure

Comm€nt box:

depends on thê nature and defin¡tion of protective cover

14 lf yes, do you agrre with ouf proposed definition of protectiveners ?

Not sure

Comment box:

15 Do you agr€o with the proposed roquiroment¡ for components cloce to the cover?

Yes

Commênt box:

1 6 Do you agreo that there is no neod for the cigaretle test for covsnB that pass the revlsed match test?

No

Comment box:

cigarette test relates to different circumstances and a different type of f¡re or combustibil¡ty

{7 For business rsspondents - Whlch of the routes to compliance do you expect to follow for most of your products?

Not Answered

Comment box:

nla

l8 For buslness rospondents - What do you expect the impact of the testlng proposals to be on your use of flame rctardents in covers?

Not Answered

Gomment box:
nla

l9 Fo¡ business rleopondonts ' What do you expect the impact of the testing proposals to be on your overall use of flame retardants?

Not Answered



Commerit box:
nla

Traceability and enforcement

20 Do you agree wlth the p¡oduct ¡ecord/technical file requirements for manufacturcrs and lmportee?

Yes

Comment box:

2l Do you agroe with the roquiremonb for thê single permanent label, and the proposal to rÞmove the rcquiroment tor additional dlsplay
label¡?

Yes

Comment box:

22 whal do you think i3 the most effective means of convey¡ng the u8e of flame rstardants in the cover of this product eg by text, symbol?

. Comment box:
ls this necessary? if there is already a label detail¡ng compliance does that not imply the use of retardants

Other questions

23 Do you agree that a 24 month trangltion period is sufflc¡ont, and that the changes ¡hould be revieured ln five yoars?

Yes

Commênt box:

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

Comment box:

I am very concemed that wtìat has be€n a technical discussion for some months ¡s being consulted on by seek¡ng opin¡on rather than presenting science. some
of these matters are absolute it e¡ther does or it doesn't. I do not have sutric¡ent sc¡ent¡fic understanding to properly judge some of the questions posed.
I do know that these regulations hsve been largely successful and whilst I am willing to explore ways to make them more eff¡cient or friendly I urould not w¡sh to
see their eñicacy diminished and would l¡ke to see the evidence which demonstrates th¡s not to be the case.

lmpact Assessment

25 Do you agres with our estimatê of tracoabllfty tlme in the lmpact Assossmont - ie one-off input of 16 hours psr flrm and ongolng per
year tlme of 48 hours per firm? lf not can you provide additional eyidence to support your answ€r?

Not sure

Comment box:

26 How much do you estimate you would save per year from the removal of the c¡garctte tsst?

Amount Saved:

Not sure

Comment box:

27 How much do you estimate you would save per year from roduced use of flame retardanß?

Amount saved::

Not sure

Commsnt box:

28 Are you awaro of any further costs or bsnoflts rw have not idontif¡ed in the impact assessmsnt? plsas€ rupport with any evldence you
have.

No

Comment box:



29 To what o¡rtent do you agree that overrll, theEs proposslr rcprcsont e rcðronable comprombo - bearlng ln mlnd the lnfonnatlon In thls
con¡utbtion document, feedback on the prcvlour (20{4) consuttatlon, and othor ltrkeholdor lnput durlng tlte rcvlew?

Disagrso

Commont bor:


