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Introduction

I What is your name?

Nama'

2 What ¡s your email address?

Ema¡l:

Yes

3 What is your organisation?

Organ¡sation:
Kent Fire and Rescue Service

4. How would you classify your organisat¡on?

Organisat¡on type:
õther (please describe)

Other - plêas€ degcribe here:

Fire and Rescue Service

Scope

5 The proposed rsgulatlons cover any item of domestic furn¡ture which is ordinarily intended for private uso ¡n a dwelllng and comprises a
cover fabrlc and a filling.Do you agree with the revised definition of the Regulation's scope?

Yes

Comment box:

6 Do you agree wlth the proposals relating to sleeping bags and mattress protectors (i,e, those which can be put in a washing machine are
explicítly removed from scope and do not have to meEt the requiremonts 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 covor tosts but the deJinition of
these products to b€ speclfied more clearly)?

Yes

Comment box:

8 Do you agree with the proposals relatlng to outdoor furn¡ture (i.e. that outdoor furnlture unsuitable for use inside the home, and clearly
labelled as not comþlying with the Regulations) should be out of ecope?

Yes

Comment box:

9 Do you agree wlth the proposals relating to baby products (i.e. that ¡tems covored by covered by BS EN188B (wheoled child
conveyances) ancl BS Eill466 (carry cots and stands) are removed from scope, wlth padded playpens treated ln the same way as
mattresses)?

Yes

Comment box:



10 Do you agree w¡th the proposed treatment of second-hand products (i.e. that they would be required to bear tho relevant permanent

lab€l)?

Yes

Comment box:

ïesting

I I Do you agroe to remoùing the F¡ll¡ng I option? (i.o. to removo the option to test where covons ane placed directly over th€ foam filling in

the final product)

No

Comment box:

Vvhist we recogn¡se and support the need for regulatory amendments, we consider further res€arch is needed to prove beyond all reasonable doubt, that the

proposed BIS changes will not affect public safety. The FW/6 techn¡cal committee have expressed the¡r concems on a range of issues that suggest there is

insufficient evidence at this po¡nt in time that would achieve the objectives set out by BlS. These aims include the mâintenance (or improvement) of the FFRS in

preventing injury and loss of life in domestic dwelling f¡res;.and to provide altemative opt¡ons in reducing the use of flame retardant chem¡cals on health and safety

grounds, particularly those on the surface cover. Therefore we are mindful of the FW/6 committee's response and are unable to support the 8lS proposal

I 2 Do you agroe that the specifications set out in the draft Rogulat¡ons for tho test foam and fibre wrap are sufficient to achiev€ the

objectives of tho Rogulations?

No

Comment box:

Vvhist we recognise and support the need for regulatory amendments, we consider further research is needed to prove beyond all reasonable doubt, that the

proposed BIS changes will not affect public safety. The FWi6 techn¡cal committee have expressed their concems on a range of issues that suggest there is

insufl¡cient evidence at this point ¡n time that would ach¡eve the objectives set out by BlS. These aims include the maintenance (or improvement) of the FFRS in

preventing ¡njury and loss of life in domestic dwelling fires; and to provide altemative options in reduc¡ng the use of flame retardant chemicals on health and safety

grounds, particularly those on the surface cover. Therefore we are mindful of the FW/6 committee's response and are unable to support the BIS proposal

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

No

Comment box:

Whist we recognisé and support the need for regulatory amendments, we consider further research is needed to prove beyond all l."""on"b|" doubt, that the

proposed BIS changes will not affect public sâfety. The FW/6 technical committee have expre$ed their concems on a range of issues that suggest there is

insufficient evidence at this point in time that would ach¡eve the objectives set out by BlS. These a¡ms ¡nclude the maintenance (or improvement) of the FFRs in

preventing injury and loss of life in domestic dwelling flres; and to provide alternat¡ve options in reducing the use of flame retardant chem¡cals on health and safety

grounds, particularly those on the surface cover. Therefore we are mindful of the FW/6 comm¡ttee's response and are unable to support the BIS proposal

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

No

Comment box:

vvtìist we recognise and support the need for regulatory amendments, we consider further research is needed to prove beyond all reasonable doubt, that the

proposed BIS changes will not affect public safety. The FW/6 techn¡cal commìttee have expressed their concems on a range of issues that suggest there is

insufficient evidence at th¡s point in time that would achieve the objectives set out by BlS. These aims include the maintenance (or ¡mprovement) of the FFRS ¡n

preventing injury and loss of l¡fe in domestic dwell¡ng fires; and to prov¡de altemat¡ve options in reducing the use of flame relardant chemicals on health and safety

grounds, particularly those on the surface coveÍ. Therefore we are m¡ndful of the FW6 committee's response and are unable to support the BIS proposal

l5 Oo you agree wlth the proposed requirements for components closê to the cover?

No

Comment bor:
Vvhist we rec¡gnise and support the need for regulatory amendments, we consider further research is needed to prove beyond all reasonable doubt, that the

proposed BIS changes will not affect publ¡c safety. The FW6 technical comm¡ttee have expressed their concems on a range of issues that suggest there is

insufficjent evidence at this point in time that would achieve the object¡ves séi out by BlS. These aims include the maintenance (or improvement) of the FFRS in

preventing injury and loss of life in domestic dwelling fires; and to provide altemative options ¡n reducing the use of flame retardant chem¡cals on health and safety

grounds, part¡cularly those on the surface cover. Therefore we are ù¡ndful of the FW6 committee's response and are unable to súpport the BIS proposal

I 6 Do you agreo that thers is no nsod for the cigarette test for covors that pass the revised match test?

No



Comment box:

\/vÏist we re@gnise and support the need for regulatory amendments, we consider further research is needed to prove beyond all reasonable doubt, that the
proposed BIS ihanges will not afiect public safety. The FW/6 lechnical committee have sxpressed their conc€rns on a range of ¡ssues that suggest there is
insufficient ev¡dence at this point in time that would achieve the objectives set out by BlS. These aims include the maintenance (or ¡mprovement) of the FFRS in
prevent¡ng injury and loss of life in domestic dwelling fires; and to provide altemâtive options in reducing the use of flame retardant chemicals on health and safety
grounds, particularly lhose on the surface cover. Therefore we are m¡ndful of the FW/6 committee's rÉlsponse and are unable to support the BIS proposal

17 For business rospondents - Which of th6 routæ to complianco do you expect to follow for moat of your products?

Not Answered

Comment box:

I 8 For business rEspondents - What do you expect the impact of tho testing proposals to be òn your use of flame retardants in covers?

Not Answered

Commsnt box:

1 9 For business respondents - what do you àxpect.thê ¡mpact of the testing þroposals to be on your overall use of flame retardants?

Not Answered

Comment box:

Traceability and enforcement .-

20 Do you agroe with the product record/tschnlcal file requirements for manufactursrs and importens?

Not Answered

Commorit box:

2l Do you agree with the requirements for the singlo permanent label, and the proposal to remoye ths rþquirement for additional display
labels?

Not Answered

Comment box:

22 What do you think is the most effective means of convoying tho use of flame retardants in the cover of this product eg by text, symbol?

Comment box:

Other questions

23 Do you agree that a 24 month transition period is sufficient, and that the changos should be revfewed in five years?

Not Answered

Comment box:

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

Gommént box:

Vv?ìist we recognise and support the need for regulatory amendments, we cons¡der further research is needed to prove beyond all reasonable doubt, that the
proposed 8lS changes will not affect public safety. The FW6 technical committee have expressed their concems on a range of issues that suggest there is
insufficient evidence at this point in time that would achieve the ôbjectives set out by BIS. These aims include the ma¡ntenance (or improvement) of the FFRs in
preventing injury and loss of l¡fe ¡n domestic dwelling fìres; and to provide altemative options in reducing the use of flame retardant chemicals on health and safety
grounds, particularly those on the surface cover. Therefore we are mindful of the FW/6 comm¡ttee's response and are unable to support the BIS proppsal

lmpact Assessment

25 Do you agree wlth our estimate of traceabifity time in the lmpact Assossment - io one-off input of 16 hour€ per firm and ongoing per
year t¡me of 48 hourc per firm? lf not can you provide addit¡onal evidence to support your answer?

Not Answered

Comment box:



26 How much do you eetlmate you would savo pgr year from the rcmoval of the clgaÞtto t€t?

Amount laved::

Not AnswEr€d

Gomment l¡ox:

27 How much do you g3tlmatg yau woutd save pel year from rcducod u¡e of flame rct¡Éant¡?

Amount ravod::

Not Answered

Comment box:

28 Are you awaro of any further costs or benolits we have not ¡dontlfled ln the lmpact assescment? Ploase 3upport wlth any evldence you

havo.

Not Answ€red

Comment box:

29 To what oxtont do you agreg thát, overall, tholo proposaþ rsprosont e reasonablo compromlee - bearlng in mlnd the lnúormatlon in thls
coneultatlon document, feodback on the prevlous (2014) con¡ultat¡on, end other stakoholder lnput durlng tho rcvlew?

Not Answerêd

Comment box:


