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lntroduction

1 What is your name?

l!rme:

2 What ¡s your email addrs$?

Emâ¡l:

Yes

3 What is your organ¡sation?

Organigation:
Leisure and Outdoor Fumiture Association Ltd

4 How would you claseify your organisation?

Organisation type:
Business representativê organisation/trade body

Other - please describe here:

Trade Association

Scope

5 The proposed regulatione cover any item of domestic furniture which is ordlnarily intended for private use in a dwelling and comprises a
cover fabric and a filling.Do you agre€ with the revbed deflnition of the Regulatlon's scope?

Yes

Comment box:

It must be ciear that paa 4,g.g'for outdoor use only', means compliance with both sentences - i.e. not su¡table for indoor use AND clearly marked ,for outdoor use
only'.

There will need to be clarity as to which organisation gives 'perm¡ssion' for an ¡tem to be classified in accordance w¡th para 4.3.g 'for outdoor use only,. This
CANNOT be down to a manufacturer/importer as this will merely be an avenue for them to circumvent the rules rather than apply them correcfly.

Options - BEIS/Herts TS (PAP PartneryLOFA (Subject Matter Experts)

6 Do you agrs€ wlth the proposals relating to slooplng bags and mattress protoctorc (i.e. those which can be put in a wash¡ng mach¡ne are
explicitly romovsd from scope and do not have to meêt the requirements of the regulations)?

Yes

Comment box:

not an issue for LOFA

7 Do you agree with the proposals relating to cushions and seat pads (i.e, that they remain excluded from cover testrs but tho definition of
these products to be spscified more clearly)?

Not sure

Comment box:

Having had no dimensional options in old regulat¡ons,. there is a lack of clarity in this version with two different sizes.

There should be one size refered to, w¡th seatpads and scaüer cushions defined as those less than 60cm'6ocm when flat, with the f¡lling needing to be
combust¡on modified.

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



No

Commsnt box:

Scoæ for outdoor fumiture; clarification of 4.2.e and.4.3.g - what can be declared 'for outdoor use only'. There is a line in the informat¡on pack that BEIS expect

the lndustry to take a lead on much of this, and this impl¡es that the LOFA list, through the PAP, may be the lead on this situation.

There will need to be clarity as to which organisation gives 'permission' for an item to be class¡f¡ed in accordance with para4.3.g 'for outdoor usé only'. This

CANNOT be dom to a manufacturer/importer as this w¡ll merely be an avenue for them to circumvent the rules rather than apply them conectly.

Opt¡ons - BEIS/Herts TS (PAP PartneryLOFA (Subject Matter Experts)

lf there ¡s no control over the declaration of'for outdoor use only', then this will probably reduce sãfety

9 Do you agros wlth the proposal3 r€lating to baby products (i.e. that items covered by covered by BS EN1888 (wheeled chlltl
convoyancos) and BS ENl466 (carry cots and stands) are removed from scops, with paddod playpenc tr€ated in tho eame way as

mattresses)?

Yes

Comment box:

not an ìssue for LOFA

1 0 Do you agree wlth tho proposed trsatment of second-hand products (1.e. that they would be required to bear the r€levant peimanent

labol)?

Yes

Comment box:

There will need to be an educal¡on of labelling requirements for the consumer to understand that purchas¡ng second hand, without labels, has potential safety

issues.

Test¡ng

11 Do you agreo to removing the Filling I option? (¡.e. to remove the option to test whero coysrs are placed d¡rectly over the foam fllling in
the flnal product)

Yes

Comment box:

This is a sensible simplification

f 2 Do you agreo that the cpecifications sst out in the draft Regulations for ths test foam and flbre wrap are sufflc¡ent to achievs the

ob¡octives of the Regulations?

Not sure

Comment box:

LOFA are not experts ¡n this area, so will accept the ¡nput of relevant experts.

I 3 Do you agree that the regulations should provido a protective covsr optlon?

Yes

Comment box:

Th¡s is a simple route to safety if the protective cover definition is robust The cunent defìnition ¡s not suff¡cient, as ¡t is hard to measure ànd potetially expensive to

test, and will almost certainly entail greater use of FR chem¡cals.

14 lf yos, do you agree wlth our proposed dsfinitlon of protectlyeness?

Not sure

Comment box:

LOFA are not experts, and it seems that the test houses and fabric manufacturers have great knowledge on what is required.

15 Do you agree with the proposed requ¡rements for components closs to the cover?

Not sure

Comment box:

Ho/v will these compoent materials be def¡ned, how will they be made FR, how will they be tested and who will delermine what is in and out of scope.



I 6 Do you agree that thore is no noed for the cigarette tost for covens that pass th€ royised match test?

Not sure

Gomment box:

The test houses will be able to give a better response on this ¡ssue, but we should beware of making the tests more stringent, as that would ¡ncrease need for FR
chemicels.

I 7 For business respondents - Wh¡ch of the routos to compliance do you expect to follow for most of your products?

Not sure

Comment box:

This will be up to the manufacturer/importer to define ho^, they will comply with the regulat¡ons. they may have to elect for greater use of chemicals if that ¡s only
route to compliance

18 For business respondonts - What do you oxpect ths lmpact of tho testing proposals to be on your use of flame r.etardants in covers?

lncrease

Comment box:

I 9 For business respondents - What do you expoct th€ impact of the testing proposals to be on your overall use of flame retardants?

lncrease

Comment box:

there is a huge potent¡al for an increase if the tests are made more stringent

Traceability and enforcement

20 Do you agreo with tho product record/technical tils rêquirements for manufacturers and ¡mportets?

Yes

Comment box:

There tias to be clear traceabil¡ty of all product and proof of compliance. This is the eas¡est route, but there must be a simple way of doing it for the small and
medium enterprises, who may not have compliance departments to support it.

21 Do you agree wlth the requir€ments tor tho single permanent labol, and the proposal to remove the requirement for add¡tional display
labels?

Yes

Comment box:

Yes, but the label must.be visible and not tucked away inside a cover

22 Whaldo you thlnk is the most effective means of conveying the use of flame retardants in the cover of this product eg by text, symbol?

Comment box:

Symbol,

However, will the symbol on the cover ind¡cate the compliance of anything under the cover, such as f¡lling/interliner?

e.g. a scatter cúsh¡on cover need not comply but has CM foam, so will that need to ¡ndicate the presence of chemicals?

This rñay be too much for the smaller enterprises to achieve

Other questions

23 Do you agree that a 24 month trans¡tion poriod is suff¡ciont, and that the changes should be reviewed in fivo years?

YES

Comment box:

Yes, bút this shoufd only need to prove compliance with the changes to the regulations, not bring all up to the full compliance level of the regulationè (many of
wh¡ch will still pertain from the 1988 regulations)

24 Ðo you haye any other comments on ths proposals or draft rsgulat¡ons?



Comment box:

There needs to be a clanf¡cation of where the PAP sits in this process, especially with regards to Outdoor Furniture, where the opt-out clause should be closely

controlled and not left to individual interpretation.

lmpact Assessment

25 Do you agree wlth our estimate of traceability time in the lmpact Assessment - ie one-ofi input of 16 hours per flrm and ongoing per

year t¡mo of 48 hours per flrm? lf not can you provlde additional evidence to supportyour answ€r?

No

Comment box:

We believe this to be a serious under-estimate, especially for small enterprises, with l¡mited staff.

26 How much do you est¡mate you would save per ¡iear from the removal of the cigarctto test?

Amount saved::

no idea

Not sure

Comment box:

27 How much do you estimate you would save psr year trom reduced use of flame retardants?

Amount saved::

no idea

Not sure

Comment box:

if the regulations require an ¡ncrease to ensurê compliance, this will not reduce!

28 Are you aware of any further costs or benefits we have not identified in the impact assesamont? Please support with any evidence you

have.

Not sure

Comment box:

Not experls, so cannot dstermlne.

29 To what sxtent do you agrea that, ovorall, these proposals r€prssont a reasonable iompromise - bearing in mind the information ¡n this

consultat¡on documont, feedback on the preyious (2014) consultation, and other stakeholdor ¡nput during the rsvlew?

Not sure

Comment box:

there is a potèntial lmprovement, as long as the regulations are enforeable, and are actually enforced.

what are the BEIS intentions for ensuring compliance in the future?


