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lntroduction

1 What is your name?

Name:

2 What is your ema¡t address?

Email:

No

3 What is your organisatlon?

Organisation:
RestRelex

4 How would you classify your organisat¡on?

Organisation type:

Retailer

Other - please doscribe here:

Scope

5 The proposed regulations cover any ltem of domestic turniture which is ordinarlly intended for private use in a dwelling and coÅprises a
cover fabric and a filling.Do you agree with the revised definltion ol thê Rsgulation,s scope?

Yes

GommEnt box:

6 Do you agr€o wÍth the proposals relat¡ng to sleeping bags and mattres8 protoctors (i,o. those whlch can be put in a washing machine are
explicltly rsmovod from scope and do not have to mest the requiroments of the rogulations)?.

Yes

Comment box:

7 Do you agree wlth lhe proposals relating to cushions and seat pads (i.e that thoy remain sxcluded from cover tssts.but the definition of
these products to be specified more clearly)?

Yes

Comment box:

8 Do you agroe wlth the proposale relatíng to outdoor furniture (i.e. that outdoor furniture unsuitable for use inside the homo, and clearly
labelled as not complying with the Regulatíons) should be out of scope?

Yes

Comment box:

9 Do you agree with the proposals felating to baby pfoducts (¡.e. that items coverod by covered by BS ENlSgg (wheeled child
conveyancês) and BS ENl466 (carry cots and standE) are removed from.scope, with padded playpens treatod in the same way as
mattresses)?

Yes

Comment box:



10 Do you agree with the proposed treatment of socond-hand products (i.e. that they would be required to boar the rþlovant permar€nl -.

label)?

No

Commênt box:

I fe€l if inltial tests are carri€d out it is not necessary at the second ståge of a product life. We need to en@urage the resale of old items allowing buyers less

baniêrs to purchese new fumiture ilems

Testing

l1 Do you agre€ to removlng the Filllng I option? (i.e. to remove the opt¡on to test where covers are placed directly over the foam filling in

tho final product)

Yes

Comment box:

1 2 Do you agres that the bpscifications set out in the draft Regulations for the test foam and f¡brê wrap are sufficient to ach¡eve the

objsctlves ol the Regulations?

Yes

Comment box:

13 Do you agree that tho Þgulat¡ons should provldo a protective cover option?

Yes

Comment box:

14 If yes, do you agreo w¡th our proposed definition of protectiveness?

Not sure.

Comment box:

l5 Do you agreo with the propæed reguirements for components close to the covgr?

No

Comment box:

16 Do you agree that there is no need for the cigarette t€t for covêrs that pass tho rovised match tsst?

Yes

Comment box:

l7 For businoss respondonts - Which of the routes to compliance do you expect to follow for most of your products?

Not sure

Comment box:

18 For bus¡ness rospondents - What do you expect the impact of the testing proposals to be on your u3o of flame retardants in covec?

lncrease

Comment box:

19 For business respondents - What do you expect the impact of the tæting propo6als to be on your ovorall uas of flame rstardants?

Not sure

Comment box:

Traceabi lity and enforcement

20 Do you agree w¡th the product record/technical file requlrements for manufacturers and importers?



Not AÍltu/ered

Comment box:

2f Do you agrse with the requirements for the single permanont label, and the proposal to remove the requirement for additional dleptay
labels?

Not Answered

Comment box:

'22 Whaldo you think is the mo¡t effectivs meana of conveyíng the use of ffame retardants in the cover of this product sg by tsrú, symbol?

Commont box:

Other questions

23 Oo you agre€ that a 24 month transition perio<l is sufficient, and that the changes should be reviewed in five yeaß?

Yes

Comment box:

24 Do you have any olher commsnts on the proposats or draft regulations?

Comment box:

lmpact Assessment

25 Do you agree with our estimate of traceabillty tlme ín tho lmpact Assessment - ie ons-off input of 16 hours psr firm and ongoing per
year time of 48 hours per firm? lf not can you provide additional evidence to support your angwer?

Not Answered

Comment box:

26 How much do you estimite you would save per year from the removal of the cigarette test?

Amount 6aved::

Not Answered

Comment box:

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

Amount savsd::

Not Answered

Comment box:

28 Are you aware of any furthsr costs or bsnefits ws haye not ¡dentilied in the impact assessment? Please support with any evidenco you

Not Answêred

Comment box:

29 To whaf eÍent do you agree that, overall, these proposals represent a reasonable compromfse - bearing in mind the infomation in this
consultation document, feedback on the previous (2014) consultat¡on, and other Btaksholder input during ths rêview?

Not Answered

Comment boi:




