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lntroduction

I What is your name?

Name:

Yes

2 What ¡s your email address?

Emall:

3 What ls your organlsaflon?

Organi!ation:
Aero Zip Ltd

4 How would you classify your organisation?

Organ¡sation typc:
Small busine$ (10 to 49 staff)

Other - please describo here:
Component suppl¡er to domeslic upholstery manufacturers

Scope

Yes

Gomment bor:

Not sure

5 The proposed regulations co'er any ltem of domestic fumlture which ie ordinarily intended for privato uso rn a dweiling and comprrses acover fabric and a fiiling.Do you agreo wrth the reyirod def¡n¡tion of the Reguraüon,s scope?

6 Do you agree with thê proposals rslat¡ng to sleeplng bags and mattress protecto. (i.e. those which can be put in a washrng machine a¡rexpllcltly removed from scopo and do not havo to most the requirsments of the rsgurationr)?

Gomment box:

We were unaware that sleeping bags were in the scope of the
regulations.

7 Do you agree wlth the proposals relating to cush¡ons and seat pads (1.o. that they rema¡n excruded from covor teso, but the dofinrtion oftheee products to be spgc¡f¡ed more crearly)? 
¡^vrsssv rrv'¡r

Not sure

Comment box:

We agree that a better def¡nit¡on of scatter cushions and s€at pads is a
good idea. We would sugg€st, that rather than ha\ s two different sizes,
both scatter cushions and seat pads are crassed as ress than 60cm x 60 cm x nominar thickness

I Do you egree wlth the proposals rolatlng to outdoor furnlturc (i.e. that outdoor furniturc unsuitable for use inside the home, and clearlylabelled as not complying wlth the Regulations) should be out of scope?

Not sure

Comment box:
We agree that the defìnition of outdoor fumiture needs to be improved.

9 Do you agroe w¡th the proposal! relatíng to baby products (i.e. that items covered by covered by BS ENrg8' (whe€red chirdconveyances) and BS ENl466 (carry cots and stands) are removed from scope, wrth padded praypens trsated in the same way as



mattrossos)?

Yes

Comment box:

10 Do you agreo with the propoted treatment of Eocond-hand products (i.e. that they would be required to boar the rclovant pormanent
label)?

Not sure

Gomment box:

We have concem regard¡ng the position of reupholstered fumiture under ihe proposed new regulations.
The consultation says that the product must carry the original permanent
label, but for a re-upholstered product th¡s would not be possible which could either force
rsupholsterer¡r out of bus¡ness or cause them to b€come non-compl¡ant.

Testing

ll Do you agres to removing the Fllling 1 option? (i.o. to remove the optlon to test where coyol3 are placed direcfly ovor the foam fllllng tn
the flnal product)

Yes

Comment box:

Yes this will s¡mplify the proposal

12 Do you agreo that tho speciflcations sst out in tho draft RegulationE for the tsst foam and fibre wrap are sufficlent to achlovs ths
objectives of the Rogulations?

Not sure

Comment box:

,l3 Do you agroe that thê rugulations rhould provide a protoctive coyer option?

Yes

Comment bor:
ln princ¡ple that this ì,\ould be the simplest route to compliance.

14 lf yes, do you agree wlth our proposod dofinlt¡on of protectiveness?

No

Commsnt box:

We do not accept this definition. The 2 mm diameter hole will be difficult
to measure, and there is no tolerance. Many cover fabrics (predominately that
contain man-made f¡bæ) qJrently sat¡sfy the cun€nt protec{ive test can split by more
than 2 mm diameter, but will now be non-proteciive. Also when the flame is applied
the split tends to be a line, not a hole. lt is expected that this test will cause a lot of
variation in use. Also ¡t ¡s noted that in the drafl regulat¡ons the test has to be made s
times (10 applications of the ltame) and pass 4 times. Th¡s will be very expensive as
it will require 5 times the test materials and S t¡mes the cost of test. This does not
seem to have been accounted for in the impact assessment. lt is noted from the
Technical Panel documents none of the ass€mbled experts supported this definition
of protec{¡veness. This may lead to an increased use of f¡re retjardants for
compliance. A better test is the current lest over a non-combustion modified foam,
which for all its faults ¡s very clear and simple lo understand when a fabric ¡s
compliant.

15 Do you agree with the proposod requirements for components close lo the cover?

No

Comment box:

ln its cunent form in the draft regulat¡ons this would be a d¡fficult route lo
follow as it adds s¡gnit¡cant layers of duê diligence to ensure all components are
compliant. lt would be easier to introduce an exclusion l¡st, as orig¡nally
proposed for smaller components such as zip fasteners, v€lcro , vvebbing etc. which pose a relatively low fire risk withÍn the overail construction of the fum¡ture



lMilst fire safety is of prime importance, there would be a sign¡f¡cant cost increase to treat such components to pass the proposed modif¡ed match test forcomponents. lt r,\ould also likely increase llame retardant usage.
we also have conc€ms that the proposed modified match test for components is not well defined and does not explain ho^/ smail or shaped components shouldbe tested 

.- ---- ¡ ¡vr v *srr I I rvw

16 Do you agroe that therc ¡s no nood for tho cigarotte tost for coyer¡ that pass tho rev¡red match test?

Yes

Comment bor:

17 For buslnoss respondents - which of the routec to complianco do you expoct to foilow for most of your products?

Not sÛre

Comment box:
This ¡s a very difllcult. Any one manufacturer may use a select¡on of
different fabrics, f¡iling and support mechanisms on different styres of fumiture and
th¡s may drive them dówn a different route for different moders. Thê schedure 3
int€rliner rcute allo',\ß the use of any fabnc, but signillcanily adiJs to the cost as
etreclivery the @vers have to be made twice (once with the interr¡ner and once w¡th.
the cover fabric). Also this would increase the use of f¡re.retardants on the interliner
itselí The protective cover route lvoufd be the crosest to the cunent situation, but it is
believed that the variabllity in the test and the additional test costs may make this a
less favoured opt¡on. The non-pfotective cover and compriant components is stiil a
relati\ely unknoÁm quantity. We know that there may be issues with components
such as zips and webbing not aatisfying the test.

18 For business rGpondents - what do you expect the impact of tho testing proposals to be on your use of flame retardants in covers?

Not sure

Comment box:
There are concams that the pfotective 

"over 
route may actuaily drive up flame retafdant usage.

19 For businees reepondente - what do you expoct the impact of the tsst¡ng proposals to.be on your ovorall use of flame retardants?

Increase

Comment box:
Based on the cunent proposals we believe the use of flame retrafdants overall will probably increase, whether that is with protective covers, increased interlinerusage or mod¡rying the components crose to the cover. w'e'¡ù' "'¡v'sawu rrrrcr

It should also be noted that as both cunent and altemative llame retardants , are likely to be classed as sVHC,s in the nod couple of years and thus banned

:Ïi":*"t 
(consultation document september 2016 pages 8& 9), the proposed new regurations courd, as a resurt become unworkabre within a short period

Traceability and enforcement

20 'Do you agree with the product record/technical file requirements for manulacturerË and lmporteæ?

'Yes

Comment box:

i*T""i* 
agree wlth the requirements for the single pofmanent label, and thq proposal ro r€moys ths requirement for additional display

Yes

Comment box:

22 what do you think ¡s tho most effsctive means of conveying the use of flame retardant¡ in tho coyer of this product eg by tef, symbol?

Gomment box:
Text

Other questions

23 Do you agroo that a 24 month transition period ls sufflcient, and that the changec ¡hould be reviewed in flve year:s?



Yes

Commsnt box:

24 Do you have any othsr commsnþ on the proposals or draft regulations?

Comment bor:
There are a number of differences betu/€en the proposals and the draft
regulations that need to be resolved.

e g' lt is not clear from the Regulat¡ons whether private rental propert¡es (both resident¡al and höliclay) are covered by these Regulations - they are in the cunent
Regulations.

It is d¡sappointing that the test methods in the proposed regulations still refefence old test standards e.g. Bs 5852: part 1:1979 and modify them which can be
confusing. lt would be cleãrer if the complete test method was included in the new regulalions.

lmpact Assessment

25 Do you agree with our eEtlmate of tracoability tlme in tho lmpact Assessmont - ie one-o,ff input of lg hours per flm and ongoing per.
year timo of 48 houm per flrm? lf not.cen you provido add¡tional evidence to support your ansvusr?

Not sure

Comment box:

26 How much do you ostimaÛo you would save per year from the removal of tho c¡garotte test?

Amount savÞd::

Nothing

Commcnt box:

27 How much do you sstimato you would save per ygar from rcduced uso of flame rþtardants?

Amount saved::

Nothing

Comment box:
As noted above it is not clear whether flame retardant use will be reduced
or increased- wth a proteclive cover or ¡nterliner route it is estimated that use of
flame retardants may inøease which r,ìrould result in an increase in costs.

28 Are you awaro of any further cost¡ or bonef¡tE rye havo not ldentif¡od in the impact asse3sment? plàaso support with any evidenoo you
have.

Yes

Comment box:
The additional cost of the 5 times match test for protect¡ve covers does not seem to have
been accounted for in the impact assessment.

29 To what oxtent do you egree that, overall, thece propocals repr€aent a roaaonabls compromise - bearing ln mlnd the lnformåtion in this
consultat¡on document fssdback on the previous (20r4) consultation, and othor stakeholclor lnput during the revlew?

Not sure

Gomment box:


