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Response lD ANON-F7WP-29RH-9

submitted to Furniture and furnichings fire safety regulations: propoaed changes (2016)
Submitted on 201610-28 12:03:47

Introduction

1 Whet is your name?

Name:

2 What is your ema¡l address?

Emall:

No

3 What is your organis4tion?

Organ¡sat¡on:

Commercial Agents Baby Products

4 How would you cfassify your organisation?

Organ¡sation type:
Small bus¡ness (10 to 49 statr)

Other - please descríbe here:

Scope

5 The proposed rsgulations cover any ltem of domsstic furniture which ls ordinarily intended for prlvate use in a dwelling and comprisos a
covor fabr¡c and a f¡lling.Do you agreo wlth the revi¡ed definition of the Regulation's scope?

Yes

Comment box:

Baby products should be exempt from the3e regulations

6 Do you agfeo wlth the propæals f€lating to sloeping bagc and mattress protoctoF (1.e. those whlch can be put in a washing machine are
explicitly removed from scope and do not have to meet the requiroments of the regulations)?

Yes

Comment box:

7 Do you agree with tho proposalg relating to cushions and ssat pads (i.e, that they remain excluded from cover tests but the dsf¡nit¡on of
th6se products to be specified more clearly)?

Yes

Comment box:

8 Do you agree with the proposals rglatíng to outdoor furniture (i.ê. that outdoor furniture unsuitable for use lnside the home, and clearly
labelled as not complying with the R€gulet¡one) should be out of scope?

Yes

Comment box:

9 Do you agree with the proposale rolatlng to baby products (i.e. that ¡tems covefsd by cove¡ed by BS ENlgSg (whoelod child
conveyances) and BS EN't466 (carry cots and stands) are removed from scope, wlth padded playpens tieated in the gamo way ag
mattr€sses)?

Yes

Comment box:
Baby products should be exempt from these regulations



I 0 Do you agree with tho proposod troatment of socond-hand products (¡.s. that they would be required to bear the reloyant permanont
label)?

Yes

Comment box:

Testihg

I I Do you agree to removing the Filling I option? (¡.e. to remove the option to tost where covers are placed directly over the foam fiiling in
the final product)
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Yes

Comment box:

12 Do you agree that the spec¡flcatlons set out in the draft Regulations for tho te3t foam and fibro wrap are sufficient lo achlevÖ the ' . i,l

objectives of the Reguiations?

Yes

Comment box:

1 3 Oo you agree that tho regulations should provide a protect¡ve cover option?

Not sure

Comment box:

14 lf yôs, do you agree wíth our proposed def¡nitlon of protectiveness?

Ñot Answered

Gomment box:

l5 Do you agree with the proposed requirements for compon€nts closs to the cover?

Not gure

Comment box:

{6 Do you agree that there is no need for tho cigarotts test for coven¡ that pass the revised match tæt?

Yes

Comment box:

17 For business rospondents - Which of the routes to compliance do you expoct to follow fo¡ most of your products?

Not sure

Commsnt box:

l8 For business respondents - What do you expect the impact of the testing proposals to be on your use of flame retardants in covers?

Not sure

Comment box:

19 
.For 

business ræpondents - What do you expect the impact of the testing proposals to be on your overall.usE of flame retardants?

Not sure

Gomment box:

Traceability and enforcement

20 Do you agreo with the product recordltechnical file requir€ments for manufacturcrs and importee?

Yes



Gomment box:

2l Do you agrê€ wlth the requirements for th€ single permanent label, and the proposal to r€move the roquirement for additional display
labels?

Yes

Comment box:

22 What do you think is the most effectivo means of conveying the use of flame rgtardants ln the cover of thls product sg by toxt, Eymbol?

Commer'¡t box:

Other questions

23 Do you ågree that a 24 month transition period is suffic¡ont, and that tho changes ehould be reviowed in fiv€ yoa6?

Yes

Comment box:

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

Comment boi:

lmpact Assessment

25 Do you agroe with our estimate of traceability time in the lmpact AssessmÊnt - ie one-off input of 16 hounB per firm and ongoing por
year time.of 48 hours per flrm? lf not can you provide additional ov¡dence to support your answor?

Not sure

Comment box:

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

Amount saved::

Not sure

Comment box:

27. How much do you sstimato you would save per year from reduced use of flame retardants?

Amount ¡aved::

Not sure

Comment bor:

28 Are you aware of any further costs or benefits ure have not idontllled in tho impact assessmônt? Please support with any evldence you
have.

No

Commênt box:

29 To what extent do you agree that, overall, these proposals represent a reasonable compromise - bearfng in mind the information in this
consultation document, feedback on the previous (2014) consultation, and other stakeholder input during the review?

Strongly agree

Comment box:




