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lntroduction

I What is your name?

Nam¡'

2 What is your email address?

Eme¡l

Yes

3 What is your organisation?

Organisation:
RoSPA

4 How would you classlfy your organisat¡on?

Organisation type:
Charity or social enterprise

Other - please descr¡be hore:
Charity

Scope

5 Tho proposed regulations cover any item of domestic furniture which is ordínarily intended for.prlvate use in a dwelllng and comprises a
cover fabric and a filling.Do you agree wlth the revlsed definition of the Regulagon's scope?

Yes

Comment box:

6 Do you agree w¡th tho propæals relat¡ng to sleeping bags and mattrêsa protectors (i.e. those rlr¡hich can be put in a washing machine âre
explicitly removed fiom scope and do not have to meet th€ requirements of the regulations)?

Yes

Comment box:

7 Do you agroe with the proposâls relatlng to cushions and soat pads (i,e, that thêy rema¡n excluded from cover tssta but the def¡nltion of
thsss products to be speclfied more clearly)?

Yes

Comment box:

I Do you agroo with the propoeals relating to outdoor furniture (i.e. that outdoor furniture unsuitable for use inside the home, and clearly
labelled as not complying wlth the Regulations) should be out of scope?

Yes

Comment box:

9 Do you agree with the.proposals felating to baby product8 (¡.e. that items covofod by covered by BS EN188g (wheeled chitd
conveyances) and BS EN1466 (carry cots and stands) are removed from scope, with paddscl playpens trsated in the same way as
mattresses)?

Yes

Commeni bóx:



',
f 0 Do you agre€ with the proposed treatment of second-hand products (i.e. that they would be required to boar the rolovant permanent
label)?

Not sure

Comment box:
Ïhis has been a grey area for years with LACORS unable to give a definitive answer. We would like to see specific guidanc€ fór cases where the labels have
been removed for aesthetic reasons

Testing

l1 Do you agree to ¡emoving tåe Filling I option? (¡.e. to romove the option to têst whsre covens ero placed d¡rectly over ths foam filling in
the final product)

Not sure

Gomment box:
no comments

I 2 Do you agree that the speclfications set out in the draft Regulat¡ons for the test foam end f¡bre wrap are sufficiont to ach¡evs ths
ob¡octives of the Regulations?

Not sure

Comment box:

l3 Do you agreo thatthe rogulations should provido a protective cover option?

Not sure

Comment box:

14 lf yss, do you agree with our proposod defin¡tion of protectivenoss?

Not sure

Comment box:

15 Do you agros with the proposed requirements for components close to the cover?

Not sure

Comment box:

I 6 Do you agrsê that there is no need for thê cigarette test for covers lhat pass ths revised match tost?

Yes

Comment box:

17 For buainess respondonts - Which of the routes to compliance do you expect to follow for most of your producb?

Not Answered

Comment box:

18 For business respondents - What do you expect the impact of the test¡ng proposals to be on your use of flame retardants in coverc?

Not Answered

Gomment box:

I 9 For business respondents - What do you expect the ímpact of the testing proposals to be on your ovorall usê of flamo retardants?

Not Answered

Comment bôr:

Traceabllity and enforcement

20 Do you agree with the product recordnechnical file requirements for manufactursrc and importers?



Yes

Comment box:

2l Do you agree rv¡th the requiroments for the single permanont label, and tho proposal to remove the requ¡romont tor addit¡onal dlsplay

labels?

Yes

Comment box:

22 What do you think is the most effoctive means of conveying tho use of flame reûardants in the cover of th¡s product eg by toxt, symbol?

Comment box:
We believe that market research should be carried out on this suþject and the results used to shape the way that this information is presented.

Other questions

23 Do you agree that a.24 month transltion psriod is suff¡cient, and that the changæ should be rev¡ewed in five years?

Yes

Comment bôx:

24 Do you have äny other comments on the proposals or drafr regulations?

Comment bor:
RopSA has always supported the Regulat¡ons, and th¡s review. Generally speaking we are keen for the new Regs not to 'water down' anything to do with flame

retardants.

lmpact Assessment

25 Do you agree with our ostimate of traceability time in the lmpact Assessment - io one-off ¡nput of 16 hours per firm and ongoing por

year time of 48 hours per firm? lf not can you provido additional evidence to support your answer? 
:

Not sure

Comment box:

26 How muçh do you estimate you would save per year from the removal of the cigarêtte test?

Amount sav€d::

Not Answered

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 benefits we have not identlfied in the impact assossmsnt? Please support with any evidence you

have.

Not Answered

Comment box:

29 To what extsnt do you agree that, overall, these proposals represent a reasonable compromise - bear¡ng in mind the information in this

consultation document, feedback on tho previous (2014) consultatlon, and other stakeholder input during the review?

Not Answered

Commont box:


