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lntroduction

I What ís your name?

Nalno:

2 What is your email addrsss?

Email:

Yes

3 What is your organisation?

Organisation:
Next Retail Ltd

4 How would you classify your organ¡sation?

Organisation type:
Retailer

Other - please descr¡Þe herê:

We also now manufacturer our own sofa's in the UK

Scope

5 The proposod regulat¡ons cover any item of domestic'furniture which is ord¡narily intentted for private uso ln a dwelling and comprises a
covor fabric and a filling;Do you agrss wlth the revised dof¡nition of the Regulation's scope?

Yes

Comment box:

The updated scope is more straightforward.

6 Do you agres with the proposals relating to slseping bags and mattress protectors (i.e. thoso which can be put in a washing machine are
explicitfy removed from scope and do not have to meet the requiremonts of the regulatlons)?

No

Comment box:

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

The definitions in the draft regulation for toppers and protectors are not good enough and will defin¡tely lead to confusion and potentially a reduction in safety.

Next specifies the d¡fference between a mattress topper and a mattress protector as:

Mattress Topper: A mattress cover used to provide additional comfort for a consumer

Mattress Protector: A mattress cover whose primary purpose is to provide a hygiene barriei

Our protectors are typically thinner than 1smm, whilst our toppers start al 30mm, although we are aware of products on the market that do not have as clear a

d¡stinction in terms of thickness and are described as falling ¡n to either the protector or topper camp.

The use of a domest¡c washing machine in the def¡nit¡on is particularly poor without a signif¡cantly better definition of the drum volume.

The exclus¡on of mattress protectors that can be washed ¡s also poorly conceived, subjêct to the domestic washing machine def¡nition comments above; the
proposed defìnition may be used to exclude a range ofprotectors based on a single size being cons¡dered in¡t¡ally, e.g. exclusion based on a single ordouble bed

sized mattress protector, when the k¡ng size and super-k¡ng bed s¡zed protector$ of the same range will not f¡t in a domestic washing machine.

Also, there is no definition of "washed" - by hand, by domestic mach¡ne, by commercial machine??

7 Do you agroe with the proposals relating to cushions and seat pads (i.e. that thsy iemain excluded from covor tests but the definltion of
these products to bê spec¡fled more clearly)?



Not surê

Comment box:

We agree that a better defin¡tion of scatter cush¡ons and seat pads is required. However, w€ believe that a s¡ngle size definition is appropriate, therefore a seât

pad or scatter cushion with dimeñsions less than 6ocm x 6ocm x nominal thickness (which practicaily should be less than 60cm).

Ho\¡vever, to allow for greater design flexibil¡ty and appropr¡ateness a volume based approach would be s¡gnifìcantly better. For example, a seat pad used for a

bench seat that is 15ocm x 30cm x 3 cm would fall outside of the size requirement, but the volume of combustible material would be a fraclion of that of the

proposed volume for a scatter cushion. A volume based on the 60cm x 60cm and then a thickness dimension of less than 30cm should be considered.

8 Do you agree w¡th the proposals relating to outdoor furniture (i.e. that outdoor furnituro unsuitable for use insids the home, and clearly

labelled as not complying urith the Regulations) should be out of scope?

No

Comment box:

The proÞos€d approach to exclude ¡tems that are not suitable for use in a dwell¡ng and to mark them as such, is st¡ll to open to interpretation. lt is easy to loresee

that products Next would consider su¡table for use ¡n a dwelling, other less conscient¡ous or informed companies may choose to label them as nol complying with

the regulation and therefore not suitable for use in the home. This w¡ll only lead to an ongoing reduction in safety.

A definit¡on that ìncluded the 6ocm x 60cm x tbc (or preferably ã volume as per above Q7) for any upholstered component, should determ¡ne an items inclusion

within the regulaiion.

9 Do you agree with thê proposals rslating to baby products (i.e. that items covered by covered by BS EN1888 (wheeled child

conveyances) and BS ENl466 (carry cotrs and stands) are removêd from scope, vv¡th paddod playpens treated in ths same way as

mattrosses)?

Yes

Comment box:

l0 Do you agrse with the proposed treatment of socond-hand products (¡.o. that they would be required to bear the rclevant psrmanent

label)?

Yes

Comment box:

Testing

11 Do you agreê to removing the Filling t ojtionZ (i.e. to removethe option to test wherê coyers are placed directly over the foam filling in

the final product)

Yes

Comment box:

Much more simple and easy to manage.

I 2 Do you agree that the speciflcat¡ons sot out in the draft Rogulations for the test foam and fibre wrap ars sufficient to achieve the

objectives of the Regulat¡ons?

NO

Comment box:

Next cunently specif¡es the use of only one test laboratory for UK FR butk and due diligence approvals because of the vagaries in lhe current regulat¡on and test

methods. The proposed regulation has not addresses these and the lack of a more detailed spec¡fication for both the foam and f¡bre wrap w¡ll exacerbate this. A

more detailed specif¡cation ¡s an absolute requirement to ensure the ability to pick a test laboratory to achieve pass results is prevented.

We've also noted the changes.to the schedules, this will undoubtedly cause unnecessary confusion throughout the supply chain, as the current schedules are so

well established and understood.

13 Do you agree that the egulations should provide a protect¡ve cover option?

Yes

Comment box:

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

No



Comment box:

The proposed definition is unworkable and therefore unacceptable. ln particular the 2mm diameter hole requirement shows a complete lack of understanding in

respect of how fabr¡cs perform under the cunent match test and just how d¡ñicult ¡t will be to measure the hole without câus¡ng damage to the charred fabric and
potentially ¡ncreas¡ng the size of the hole.

The majority of Next's fabrics'that split under the match test, split along a line, vertically above the flames application point, they do not form a hole.

The Technicål Panel consulted also clearly stated this requirement was unworkable and should not be included.

Many of our fabrics contain man .made fibres and they satisfy the cunent requirements, but they do split under test by more than the proposed 2mm, these would
now be classified as non protective. But no evidence has been produced to demonstrate that the current protective cover requiremênt within the cunerit regulation
is failing to protect consumers.

The 2mm hole requirement, is not given a tolerance and as agreed by the Technical Panel very difficult to measure consistently. This is another cause of variat¡on
within the test regime that will lead to d¡fferent test results between laboratories.

A new requirement included within the draft regulation (and was not induded in any of the consultations) is the requirement for the match test to be completed five
t¡mes for a protect¡ve cover, therefore ten appf ications of the match test Rame. Th¡s will signif¡cantly increase the cost of testing and was not included in the
lmpact Assessment.

For each fabric the Next sells we currently test to the UK FR requirements on average 4.6 times during the d€velopment and bulk approval process. We also test
every FR batch within our supply chain, typically this is a further 16 tests within the average life of a fabric. Next also performs due diligence test¡ng across our
range of fabrics every season, which equates to 17 tests per fabric type over the average life of a fabric. This typically costs Êl9OO per fabric for the life of a
fabric.

Next has, during th¡s consultat¡on, tested our compfete range of fabrics to the proposed regulations 6690 of these would now be classed as proteclive covers. The
impact this has on our current test regime, would be a cont¡nuation of our current test programme for 34olo of our range and the removal of the cigarette test for
66% of our range. However, the 660/o deemed as protective, wòuld now require an incrêase in the amount of match tests required to f¡ve times thal of our current
iequirement. The net effect would be an increase in test costs of 266010 over the life of a fabric.

Following d¡scuss¡ons with our backcoaters we are also very concerned that this will require the use of more FR chemicâl to ensure we have greater consistency
in the ability of fabrics to be classed as protective. Not only will the testing costs per fabric theæfore increase, the backcoating cost will also increase. The lmpact
Assessment has not taken either of these in to consideration.

Next has a full and detailed assessment of the increase in test costs and \ive would be happy to discuss this further shoufd BEIS w¡sh.

l5 Do you agroo with the proposed requirements for components close to tho coyer?

No

Commênt box:

No evidence has been shown through any of the consultations of any problems caused by components under the covers of ex¡sting upholstery; neither has
ev¡dence been shown through composite test¡ng of the effect of components under existing protect¡ve covers. lt is completely unclear why this requirement is
considered necessary to improve the safety of consumers.

Next offers every upholstery fabric we sell across every shape we sell; therefore every shape will have the potential for a non protective cover to be placed over it.

We have estimated that every shape will have on average 15-20 separate components w¡th¡n 40mm of the cover; whilst every effort would be made to
standardise these within each suppl¡er, standard¡sation across suppl¡ers is particularly unlikley.

Some of these components w¡ll not burn when subjected to the modified match test (steel components), but by defìn¡tion they will need to be tested. More
importantly, eãch componenl will need full batch traceability. This will have an increased cost for each component.

The original proposal to maintain an exclusion l¡st would have significantly eased this burden and focussed efforts where they are potentially most needed. BEIS

should give serious consideration to the reintroduction of the exclusion list.

ln addition, the mod¡fied match test is not well def¡ned and does not detail how small or shaped components should be tested

Once again, this introduces another layer of variability.

I 6 Do you agrse that thêre is no negd for the cigarette test for covers that pass ths revlssd match test?

Not sure

Commênt box:
WTìilst we understand that it is estirnated that less than 1% of fabr¡cs used that pass the match test will fail the cigarette test. This seems completely at odds with
the general determination to ¡ncrease the testing burden due to unproven, but alleged improvements in product safety, yet knowly allowing 1% of fabrics to
present a known risk to consumers.

17 For business respondents - Which of the routes to compliance do you exp€ct to follow for most of your products?



Not sure

Comment box:

A forth option should be included, "all ofthe above".

The current Next ofier to customers means all fabrics will be offered across all shapes, d¡n¡ng cha¡rs, headboards, etc.

Wth the significant increase in test¡ng cosls across the life of a fabric, the increase in chemical r€quired for backcoating and the increased traceability

requirements, ¡t is foreseeable that this breadth of offer could reduce on some product types to facilitate one route of compliance for a given supply route.

This will impact consumefs in the breadth of range they are able to purchase.

Of concem will be the option to use more FR chem¡cals to reduce the complex¡ty of compl¡ance (such as schedule 3 interliners, or more FR'd components), the

objective of using less FR chemical seems completely at odds with the reality of compliance to the proposed regulation.

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

lncrease

Comment box:

At this point, our assessment of the amount of FR chemical used in covers, will see the potent¡al for a slight reduction in 340/o of our cunent range of fabrics;

however until we are able to carry out more extensive trials, any reduc{ion is impossible to gauge.

The 660/o of our current rânge that would be considered as protective (from our recent testing) would after discussion with our backcoaters almost certainly require

an ¡ncrease in the chem¡cal we¡ght used to ensure compliance; however, without build¡ng a significantly greater data set of test results, fabric compositions and

construct¡ons we are not able to offer any further clarity.

I 9 For business respondents - What do you expect th€ impact of the test¡ng proposals to bo on your overall use of flame retardant8?

lncrease

Comment box:

tt ¡s almost certain that the overall usage of FR chemicals will increase, either through increased chem¡cal we¡ght on the main fabric, increased use of interliners

or the addition of FR chemicals to components within 4omm of the cover that are not currently required to be FR'd.

Traceability and enforcement

20 Do you agree with the product rocord/technical file requirement¡ for manufacturors aàd importers?

Yes

Comment box:

Positive step forwards.

2'l Do you agree with the roquiremsnts for the singlo permanent label, and the proposal to remove the requirement for additional display

labels?

Yes

Comment box:

The current definit¡on of a manufacturer should be changed to utilise the definition used in the EU legislative frameurork. Th¡s would provide a much more

cons¡stent approach.

22 Whal do you think is the most offoctive means of conveying the use of flame rotardants in the cover of this product eg by text, symbol?

Comment box:

Our preference would be for text. However, we are unsure what commonly produced items ihat comply with these regulations would not require the use of some

flame relardants.

üher questions

23 Do you agree that a 24 month transition porlod is sufficiont, and that the changes should be reviewsd in five years?

Yes

Gomment box:

24 Do you havs any other commsnts on the proposals or draft regulations?



Commsnt box:

There are areas where terminology is not clear (e.g- the use of
beds, bases and bed-bases) and this makes interpretation difficult. The regulations

state that'beds and divans (including the bases and headboards of both), sofa beds

are within scope. This suggests that a headboard if supplied with the product is

considered part of the bed-base and therefore the cover fabric would not n€ed to be

compliant. This is different to the cunent Regulations where the covêr fabrics of
headboards need to be fully compliant. lf this is co¡rect, what about headboards

supplied separately. Also there is no requiremênt for bed-bâses and mattresses to
have a techn¡cal file. This seems a strange decision and it wou¡d be clearer if these
products also had a technical file.

lmpact Assessment

25 Do you agree with our estimate of traceab¡lity t¡mé in the lmpact Assessment - ie one-off input of 16 hours per f¡rm and ongo¡ng per
year timo of 48 hourË per firm? lf not can you provide additional ey¡dence to support your answer?

No

Comment box:

We estimate a one off input ot 108 hours, covering our teams in the. UK, Europe and Asia, plus the suppliers in those regions. This is assuming a 4 hour briellng
for each team (rlot including any travel time or preparat¡on) and I hours per supplier to brief and audit traceability across components throughout the factory and
supply cha¡n.

Bear in mind that this does not include the initial compliance for each product, therefore initially each product will also require a 20 hour input to ensure agree a
full Bill of Materials, agree those that are in scope, organise and approve testing and set up a Product Technical Fiie.

On an ongoing basis we estimate 20 hours per product.

26 How much do you est¡mate you would savê per yêar from the remoyal of the cigarette tsst?

Amount saved;

€0

Noth¡ng

Comment box:
As demonstrated earlier, the removal of the cigarette test does not reduce the cost of testing overall.

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

Amount 6aved:

Ê0

Nothing

Comment box:
Our assessments shows a prevalence for increased use of flame retardants.

28 Ars you aìflare of any further costs or benefits ws haye not identifled ¡n the impact assessment? Please support with any ovidence you
have.

Yes

Comment box:
The increase of match testing for protec{¡ve covers is iìot included in the lmpact Assessment.

29 To what extent do you agroo that, overall, theso proposals repregont a reasonable compromise * bearing in mind the information in this
consultation document, feodback on the previous (2014) consultat¡on, and other stakeholder input during the review?

Disagree

Comment box:
Wh¡lst some very sensible changes have been made in th¡s latest proposed regulation, the core of the reguiation has not changed, and in fact because of the
addition of the increased number of match tests, the reliance on a 2mm hole measurement that the Technical Panel have stated as unworkable as well as a raft
of other ¡ssues discussed. We strongly leel th¡s proposed regulation will not improve the safety of upholstered products in the market place, neither will it achieve
it's objective of reducing the amount of flame retardant chemicals used in products.

This seems like a great opportun¡ty wasted




