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lntroduction

1 What ís your name?

\lame:

2 What is your email address?

Email:

Yes

3 What ís your organlsaiion?

Organisation:
Richmond & Hämbleton Furniture Store

4 How would you classlfy your organisation?

Organisat¡on type:
Charity or social enterprise

Other - please describe here:

Scope

5 The proposed regulations cover any item of domeátic fu¡niture wh¡ch ¡3 ordinarily lntended fof prlyate use in a dwell¡ng and comprises a
cover fabric and a filling.Do you agroe with the revised deflnition of the Regulat¡on's scope?

Yes

Commont bor:
The regulations need updating and also need to be clear and understandable

6 Do you agree wlth lho proposals folating to sleep¡ng bags and mattress protectofs (¡.e. those which can be put in a washing machine are
sxpl¡citly removed from scope and do not havs to meet the requiruments of the regulat¡ons)?

Yes

Comment box:
These are optional and up to the consumer if they wish to use them.

7 Do you agree wlth the propoEals refating tö cushions and s€at pads (i.e. that they remain excluded from cover tests but the definition of
these products to be specif¡ed more clearly)?

Yes

Comment box:

The store encourages recycling and on numerous occasions we håve had lo refuse to collect complete sets as the labels are not intact.

8 Do you agree with the proposals r€lat¡ng to outdoor furn¡ture (i.e. that outdoor furn¡ture unsuitable for use ins¡de the home, and clearty
labelled as not complying with the Regulations) should be out of scope?

Yes

Comment box:
For the same reasons as above.

9 Do you agree with the proposals felat¡ng to baby products (i.e. that items coyered by covered by BS ENl888 (whseled child
conveyances) and BS ENl466 (carry cots and stends) are removed from scope, srith paddod playpens trsatod in the same way as
mattresses)?

Yes



Commênt box:

10 Do you agreo wlth the proposed treatment of second-hand pfoducts (i.e. that they would be required to bear the relevant *-"¿",label)? . 
'Y reYvrres tv ssrr rls felgvanI

YêS

Comment box:
Wé insist on the labels being present and intact and would like to continue

Testing

1l Do you agree to rêmov¡ng the Filling 1 option? (i.€. to remove the option to test whsro covens a¡e placed direc'y over the foam fllling inthe final product)

YeS

Comment bor:

12 Do you agreo that the epecifications set out in the draft Regulations for the úest foam and fibre wrap are sufficient to achieys theobjectiyes of tho Regutations?

Not sure

Comment box:

13 Do you agroé that the rogurations shourd provide a protective cover option?

Yes

Comment box:

14 lf yes, do you agrêe w¡th our proposed defrnition of protoctiveness?

Not sure

Comment box:

l5 Do you agrê6 w*h the proposed requirementa for components closê to the cover?

Not sure

Comment box:

16 Do you agree that thers ís no need for the clgaretto tost for coveß thet pass the revfssd match têst?

Yes

Commont box:

l7 For buslnoss rêspondents ' whích of the ¡outes to compllance do you expect to folrow for most of your products?

Not sure

Comment box:

l8 For business rospondênts ' what do you expect the impact of the testing proposals to bo on your use of flame retardants in coveæ?.
lncrease

Comment bor:

19 For business rospondents ' what do you expect ths impact of the testing proposals to be on your overall use of flame retardants?
lncrease

Gomment box:

Traceability and enforcement

t

20 Do you agree with the product record/technical f¡le requirements for manufactu¡er¡ and importers?



Yes

Comment box:

2l Do you agreo $r¡th the rsquiromonts for the single permanent label, and the proposal to remove the requirement for additional rlisplay
labels?

Yes

Commänt box:

Easier for the operatives w¡en collecting donated fumiture

22 What do you think is the most effective means of conveying the use of flame retardantE in tho cover ol this product eg by toxt, symbol?

Comment box:

Symbol firstly and then some text explaining simply

Other questions

23 Do you agree that â 24 month transltion periocl is sufficient, and that the changes should be reviewed in five years?

Yes

Comment box:

24 Do you have any other comments on the proposale or draft rggulations?

Comment box:

lmpact Assessment

25 Do you agree with our estimato of traceability time in the lmpact Assessment - ie ono-off ¡nput of 16 hourc per f¡rm and ongoing per
year time of 48 hourc per firm? lf not can you provide additional evfdence to support your answer?

Not sure

Comment box:

26 How much do you estimato you would save per year from the removal of the cigårette test? .

Amount saved::

Not sure

Comment box:

27 How much do you est¡mate you would save per year from reduced use oi flame rstardants?

Amount saved::

Not sure

Comment box:

28 Are you aware of any fúrther costs or benefits we have not identified ¡n the impact asssssment? Please support with any evidence you
have.

Not sure

Comment box:

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

Agree

Comment box:


