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Subm¡tted to Fumiture and furni¡hings flre safety regulationa: proposêd changes (2016)
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lntroduction

I What is your name?

Name:

2 What is your email address?

Email:

No

3 What is your organlsatlon?

Organ¡sat¡on:

Lancashire Fire and Rescue Service

4 How would you claesify your organisation?

Organisation type:
Other (please describe)

Other - please deacr¡be here:

F¡re and Rescue Service

Scope

5 The proposed regulations covor any ltom of domestic furnlture which is ordinarily intended for private use in a dwelling and comprl6ês a
cover fabric and a filling.Do you agree with ths rovised def¡n¡t¡on of the Regulation's scopê? .

Yes

Comment box:

6 Do you agree wlth the proposals relating to sleeplng bags and mattresa protectors (i.o. those which can be put in a washing machine arô
explic¡tly removed trom scope and do not have to mset the requirem€nts of th€ regulations)?

No

Comment box:

Mattress covers are increasingly including large amounts of fill materials to give them greater comfort and depth. ln these cases the regulation should require
testing of these iteams.

7 Do you agree with the þropoeals relating to cushions and seat pads (i.e. that they remafn excluded from cover tests but the dsfinition of
these products to be speclfled more clearly)?

Yes

Comment box:

8 Do you agres with tho proposals relating to outdoor furniture (i.e. that outdoor furniture unsuitable for use inside the homo, and clearly
labelled as not complying wlth the Regulat¡ons) should be out of scope?

Yes

Comment box:

9 Do you agree with the proposals relating to baby products (i.e: that items covered by covered by BS ENl888 (wheeled chitd
conveyancas) and BS ENI¿|66 (carry cots and stands) are removed from scope, with padded playpens tÞated in the same way as
mattresses)?

Yes



Comment box:

I 0 Do you agr€ê with the proposod treatment ol second-hand products (i.o. that they would be required to beär the rolevant pormanont

label)?

Yes

Comment box:

Testing

l1 Do you agree to removing ths Filling I option? (i.e. to removs ths option to test where covers ane placed d¡rectly ovor the foam tilllng ln

the final product)

No

Comment box:

12 Do you õgree that tho specifications sêt out in the draft Rsgulations for the test foam and fibre wrap are sufficient to achisyo the

ob¡sctlvos of the Regulations?

Yes

Comment box:

I 3 Do you agre€ that the regulations should provids a protective covor option?

Yes

Comment box:

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

Yes
.

Comment box:

l5 Do you agree wlth the proposed requ¡rements for components closs to the covsr?

Yês

Comment box:

I 6 Do you agree that there is no negd for ths cigarette test for covers that pass the revised match iest?

No

Comment box:

l7 For business respondents - Which of the routæ to compliance do you expect to follow for most of your products?

Not Answered

Comment box:

l8 For business rospondents - What do you expect the ¡mpact of the testing proposals to be on your use of flamo retardants ln covers?

Noi Answered

Comment box:

1 9 For businers respondents - What do you expect the impact of ths têsting proposals to be on your overall u8s of flame rêtardantE?

Not Answered

Comment box:

Traceability and enforcement

20 Do you agree wlth the product rocord/technical file requirements for manutactureÉ and importers?



Yes

Comment box:

21 Do you agroe with ths requ¡rements for the singlo psrmanent labol, and ths proposal to Ícmove the requlrement for additional display
labels?

Yes

Comment bor:

22 What do you thlnk is the most effective mean! of conveying the uee of flame retardants ín the cover of this product sg by text, symbol?

Comment box:
Both text and symbol

Other questions

23 Do you agree that a 24 monlh transitlon period is suffic¡ent, and that ths changes should be revieu,sd in flve years?

Yes

Comment box:

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

Comment box:

lmpact Assessment

25 Do you agree with our estimate of traceability time in the lmpâct Assessment - ie one-off input of 16 hours per firm and ongoing per
year tíme of 48 hours per firm? lf not can you provide additíonal evidence to support your answer?

Not Answered

Comment box:

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

Amount saved::

Not Ansu€red

Gomment box:

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

Amount saved::

Not Answered

Comment box:

28 Are you awere of any further costs oi beneflts we have not identified ¡n the impact assessmerit? Please support with any evidence you
have.

Not Answered

Comment box:

29 To what extsnt do you agree that, overall, thsse proposals represent a reasonable compromisê - bearing in mind the information in this
consultation document, fsedback on the previous (2014) consultation, and other stakoholdor input during the review?

Agree

Comment box:




