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lntroduction

I What is your name?

N2me:

2 What is your email addrese?

Email:

Yes

3 What is your organisation?

Orgãnisation:
Association of Chief Trading Standards Off¡cers

4 How wor¡ld you classify your organisation?

Organisation type:
Local government

Other - pfease describe here:

Scope

5 The proposed regulations cover any ¡tem of domostic fuinlture which is ordinaf¡ly fntended for private use in a tlwelling and comprises a
cover fabrlc and a filling.Do you agree wlth the rsvlsed delinitlon of the Regulagon's scope?

Not Answered

Comment box:

6 Do you agfee with the proposats relatíng to sléoping bags and maltress protec{ofs (i.e. those which can be put in a washing machine afs
'explicitly removsd from scope and do not have to moet the requlrements of the regulations)?

Not Answered

Gomment box:

7 Do you agree with the proposals relating to cushions and seat pads (i.e. that they remain excluded from covsr tosts but the dêl¡nit¡on of
these products to be specified more cloarly)?

Not Answered

Comment box:

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

Not Answered

Comment box:

9 Do you agree wlth the proposals relatíng to baby pfoducts (i.e. that items covered by covered by Bs ENlg88 (wheeled child
conveyances) and BS EN1466 (carry cots and stands) are removed from scope, with padded playpens treat€d ¡n the samo way as
mattresses)?

Not Answered

Comment box:



l0 Do you agroo with the propoood treatment of socond-hand products (¡.e. that thoy would be roquirod to bear tho rclovant permanont

label)?

Not Answeæd

Comment box:

Testing

I I Do you agreo to romovlng the Filling I optlon? (1.e. to remove the option to teat whers coyons are placed diroctly ovor the loam filling in

the final product)

Not Answered

Comment box:

12 Do you agroo that ths speciflcations set out in thg draft Regulations for the tæt foam and fib¡e wrap aro sufficiênt to achiev€ the

ob¡ectives of the Regulations?

Not Answered

Comment box:

I 3 Do you agre€ that the regulations should provide a protsctlvs covsr optíon?

Not Answered

Comment box:

14 lf yes, do you agree wlth ourproposed definition of protectiveness?

Not Answered

Gomment box:

15 Do you agree with the propoeed requirements for components close to lhe cover?

Not Ansr¡vered

Comment box:

I 6 Do you agreê that thoro is no ne€d for the c¡garette test for coyers that pass ths rovisod match test?

Not Answered

Comment box:

17 For business respondênta - Which of the routos to compliance do you expect to follow for most of your products?

Not Answered

Comment box:

18 For business respondents - What do you expsct the lmpact of the testing proposals to be on your us€ ol flame retardants in covérs?

Not Ansì/vered

Comment box:

19 For business reEpondonts - What do you oxpect thé impact of the testing proposals to be on your overall use of flame retardants?

Not Answered

Comment box:

Traceabllity and enforcement

20 Do you agres with the product record/technical file requirements for manufacturþrB and lmporteÉ?

Not Answered



Comment bor:

2l Do you agroo with ths requirements for the single pormanent label, and the proposal to Þmove the rsquirement for addltional display
label¡?

Not Answered

,Comment box:

22 What do you think i¡ the most effectivs msans of conveying ths use of flame rotardants in the cover of this product eg by text, symbol?

Gomment box:

Other questions

23 Do you agreo that a 24 month trànsition period is sufilcient, and that tho changes should be reviewed in five year:?

Not Answered

Comment box:

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

Comment box:

ACTSO has not commented on the technical detia¡l as there are better placed Trading Standards staff who have detailed operat¡ona¡ knowledge. We wish to go
on record and welcome the extended time period for taking legal ac{ion. This was someth¡ng ACTSO wrote to the Department to request some t¡me ago.

lmpact Assessment

25 Do you agree wÍth our estimate of traceability time in the lmpact Assessment - ie one-off input of 16 hourc per firm and ongoing per
yeâr timo of 48 hourc per firm? lf not can you provide additional evldence to support your answer?

Not Answered

Commênt box:

26 How much do you ætimat€ you would save per y€ar from the removat of the cigar€tte test?

Amount sâYed::

Not Ansìivered

Comment box:

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

Amount saved::

Not Answered

Comment box:

28 Are you aware of any further costs or benellts we have not ident¡f¡od ¡n the impact assessmsnt? Please support with any evidence you
have.

Not Answered

Commont box: 'l

29 To what extent do you agree that, overall, these proposals represent a reasonable compromise - boaring ¡n mind ttre ¡nformation in th¡s
consultatlon document, fe€dback on tho preyious (2014) consultation, and other stakoholdor input during the revlsw?

Not Answered

Comment box:




