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lntroduct¡on

{ What is your namo?

Name:

2 What is your email address?

Email:

Yes

3 What is your organiselion?

Organisat¡on:

Quality solutions ltd

4 How would you classify your organisation?

Organisation tyPe:

lndividual

Other - please describe here:

Technical consutiant

Scope

s rhe propoeed regulations cover any ltem of domostic furniture wh¡ch is ordinar¡¡y intended for private use in a dwelling and comprises a

cover fabric antl a filling.Do you agree w¡th the revlsed definition of the Regulation's scope?

Yes

Comment box:

the new defin¡tion appears to be straightforward

6 Do you agreo with,the proposals rqlat¡ng to sleeping bags and mattress protectors (i.e' those which can be put in a washing machine are

explicitly removed from scop€ and do not have to rhoet the requirements of the regulations)?

No

Comment box:

We were unaware that sleeping bags werè in the scope of the

regulations.ln terms of making a differential between mattress toppers and mattress

pfotectors,wewouldsuggest.thalthemattresstopperaddscomfortandcannotf¡tin

adomesticwashingmach¡ne-ho\¡l,everprobablythewe¡ghtcapacityofthewashing
machine will also need to be defìned. we have concern that the draft regulations do

notdefinewhatatopperis'inthesamewayastheconsultationdocumentandthat
mattress protectors that can be washed are excluded Any product can be washed

(i.e. by hand, industf¡al washing machine). The definitions in the dfaft regulations are

not good enough.

7 Do you agree wlth the proposals relat¡ng to cushions and seat pads (i.e, that they r€ma¡n exçludod from cover tests but the definition of

these products to be specilied more clearly)?

Not sure

Comment box:

We agree that a better definition of scatter cushions and seat pads is a

good idea. We would suggest, however that product has moved on and that rather

than have two different sizes, both scatter cushions and seat pads afe classed as

less than 60cm x 60 cm x nominal th¡ckness (which should be less than 60 cm)'



g Do you agree w¡th the proposars rerat¡ng to outdoor furniture (i,e. that outdoor furnituÞ unsultable for use insido the home' and clearly

labelled as not complying w¡th tho Regulations) should be out of scope?

Not sure

Comment box:

We agree that the defin¡tion of outdoor fumiture needs to be improved ls

it clear that the only items that are excluded are those not su¡table for use in a

dwelling which must also be marked as such lt could be interpreted that even if a

produJwas suitable for use in a dwelling it could be excluded if it was marked 'For

outdoor use only', which would be a step back in safety

gDoyouagrsowiththeproposa¡srelatingtobabyproducts(i.e.thatitomscoveredbycoveredbyBsENlsss(wñeoledchild

conveyances) and BS EN14;6 (carry cots and stands) ar€ removed lrom scope' with paddod playpens treated ¡n the same way as

mattresses)?

Yes

r 0 Do you agroe w*h ths pfoposed tfeatment of second-hand products (i.e. that they would be requrred to bear tho r€levant pefmanont

Comment box:

We believe this is a positive step and we also agree for the exclusion of

ch¡ldren's car seats as noted ¡n the draft regulations' but not in the consultation

document

labsl)?

Yes

Comment box:

It is.currently common prac't¡ce for the 3rd sector to only accept furn¡ture

for sale ¡f it has the permanent label attached The question' however is more for reupholstery

Theconsultationsaysthattheproductmustcãrrytheoriginalpermanent.'..
label, for a re-upholstered product this would not be possible and could either drive

re-upholsterers out of business or cause them to become non-compliant

Testing

Comment box:

The foam could be simplified, however as written if leferences a

schedule 1 part 1 foam' now schedule 1 is revocations' There is some concern that

the fibre wrap has not been specified fully' some form of density specificat¡on' or

fibre diameter measurement shoüld be supplied Also the specification in the draft

regulations reference a schedule 2 part 1 compliant foam schedule 2 is now the

clg-arette test. May be it would be easier to leave the order of schedules alone'

f 3 Do you Egree that the regulations should provide a protectíve cover option?

11 Do you agfee to removing the Filling I option? (i.e. to remove the opt¡on to test whefe covens ars placed dlrectly over the foam ftlling in

tho final Product)

Yes

Comment box:

Yes this will s¡mplify the proposal

I 2 Do you agre€ that th€ specifications sêt out in the draft Regurations for the test foam and fibre wrap are sufficiont to achieve the

ob¡ectives of th€ Regulatlons?

No

Yes

Comment box

i agree to this as this would be the simplest route to compliance

14 lf yæ, do you agree with our proposed def¡nit¡on of protect¡veness?

No



l5 Do you agr€e with tho proposgd roqu¡rements for components closo to thê cover?

Not sure

Comment box:

ln its current f9rm in tlie draft regulations it could be a difficult route to

follow as it adds significant layers of due diligence to ensure all components are

compl¡ant. Th¡s may have been easier to introduce w¡th an exclusion list, as originallyproposed. vvh¡lst fìre safety is of prime importance, this may drive up cost'

Also the test is not weil defined and does not explain how small or shaped components

should be testeil. should some small components be excluded, for example, due to

their lower llre risk?

I 6 Do you agree that tliero is no need lor the cigarette test tor covers that pass tht¡ fevised match test?

Yes

Comment box:

VvÏilst there are a small number of fabric blends and leathers that satisfy

the match test and fa¡l the cigarette test, these are estimated to Ëe less than 1olo of

all fabrics used.

,17 For business respondents - which of the routes to compliance do you sxpect to follow for most of your products?

Not sure

comment boxi

Comment box:

I do noi accept this def¡nition. The 2 mm diameter hole will be difficult

to measure, and there is no tolerance. Many cover fabrics (predominately that

containman.madef¡bfe)currentlysatigfythecurrentprotectivetestcansplitbymore
than 2 mm diameter, but will now be non-protect¡ve. Also when the flame is appl¡ed

thê split tends to be a line, not a hole. lt is expected that this test will cause a lot of

Variationinuse.Also¡tisnotedthatinthedraftregulationsthetesthastobemadeS
times (10 appl¡cat¡ons of the flame) and pass 4 times This will be very expensive as

it will require 5 times the test materials and 5 times.the cost of test This does not

seem to have been ac@unted for in the impac't assessment lt is noted from the

Technical Panel documents nône of the assembled experts supported this definition

of protectivêness. This may lead to an increased use of fire reterdants for

compliance. A better test is the current test over a non-combustion modified foâm'

which for all its faults is very clear and simple to understand when a fabric is

compliant.

This is a very difficult. Any one manufacturer may use a selection of

different fabrics, filling and support mechanisms on ditferent styles of furniture and

this may dr¡ve them down a d¡fferent route for different models' The schedule 3

interliner route allows the use of any fabric, but significantly adds to the cost as

effectively the covers have to be mad€ twice (once with the interliner and once with

thecoverfabfic).Alsothiswouldincreasetheuseoffireretardantsontheinterliner
itself.Theprotectivecoverroutgwouldbetheclosesttothecurrents¡tuation,butitis
believedthatthevariabilityinthetestandtheaddit¡onaltestcostsmaymakethisa
less favoured option. The non-protective cover and compl¡ant components is still a

relatively unknown quantity. We know that there may be ¡ssues with @mponents

such as zips and webbing not satisfying the test'

I g Fof businEss fespondents - what do you expect the impact of the testing pfoposals to be on your uss of flame fetafdants in covers?

Not sure

Comment box:

It is an unkown. There are concems that the protective cover route may actually drive up flame retardant usage'

l9 For business respondents - what do you expect thg impact of the testing proposals to be on your overall us€ of flams rotardants?

lncrease

Comment box:

It is expected that the use of flame retardants overall may increase'

whether that is with protective covers, increased interliner usage or modifying the

compon€nts close to the cover.



Traceability and enforcement

20 Do you agree with thê product recordltechn¡cal file requirements for manufacturcrs and importeÉ?

Yes

Comment box:

Overall this is a posit¡ve step. The only concem is that there may be a

significant additional cost for re-upholsters, small and bespoke manufacturing

businesses.

21 Do you agres with the requ¡rements for the s¡ngle permanont label, and th€ proposal to remove tho roquirement for additional display

labols?

Yes

Comment box:

Yes. The only comment would be that in own branded product a retailer

would assume the role of manufacturer?

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

Commont box:

Text would be lhe best method. However is this requirement slightly

misleading as flame retardants would be used on ¡ntef iners, ¡n some f¡llings and

some items close to the cover.

Other questions

23 Do you agree that a 24 month transition perlod is sufficient, and that ths changes should be rov¡€wsd in five years?

Not sure

Gomment box:

24 Do you have any other commonts on the proposals or draft regulat¡ons?

Comment box:

There are a number of differences between the proposals and the draft

regulations that need to be resolved. lt is not clear from the Regulãtions whether

private rental properties (both resident¡al and holiday) are covered by these

Regulations - there are in the current Regulations. Would pet beds be covered by

the regulations? There are areas where terminology is not clear (e.9. the use of

beds, bases and bed-bases) and this make interpretation d¡ff¡cult. The regulations

stat€ 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 produc{ is

considered part of the bed-base and therefore the cover fabric would not need to be

compl¡ant. Th¡s is different to the curent Regulations where the cover fabrics of

headboards need to be fully compl¡ant. lf this is conect, what about headboards

supplied separately. Also there is no requirement for b€d-bases and mattresses to

have a technical file. This seems a strange decision and ¡t would be clearer if these

products also had a techn¡cal file. lt is presumed that the schedules needed to be reorganised

for legal reasons. This could cause confusion as many people understand

the current schedules, especially dur¡ng the lead-in period where both sets of

products will be available. lt is disappoínting that the test methods still reference old

test standards and modify them. lt would be clearer ¡f the complete test method was

¡ncluded in the regulations - and work has been done on this previously. lt is

disappointing that the c¡garette test for relevant materials is still a composite test (i.e.

using the actual filling materials used in the f¡nal product). This is d¡fficult and is not

the route to compliance currently used, where the fabrics are used w¡th a 'worstcase'

lilling and then sold to be suitable with any f¡lling (this is a route currently

accepted by Trading Standards). Also it is disappointing that the c¡garette used for

this test has not been updated (say to the NIST test cigarette) as the cigarette in the

regulationg is cunently unavailable. This would most like¡y mean that a set of

regulations would be publ¡shed where immediately users of relevant materials would

be non-compliant, although not necessarily unsafe. Also ¡t is noted that where a

water soak test in required in Schedule 2, it ¡s dr¡ed by any means possible. The

state of the art rs to line dry the fabric (which has been incorporated into Schedule 5).

ln Schedule 5 ¡t is not clear why the requirement for conditioning a cover fabr¡c for 72



hours at indoor ambient conditions has been removed.

lmpact Assessment

25 Do you agree with our est¡mate of treceability tims in the lmpact Assessmont - ie one-off input of 16 hours per firm and ongoing per
year time of 48 hourc per firm? lf not can you prov¡ds addltional ovidence to support your answsr?

No

Commènt box:

The amount of t¡me will be dependant on the s¡ze of the business and

the number of models ¡ntroduced per year. A better estimate would be a one off cost
of 48 hours per model, with 16 hours per model ongoing

26 How much do you estimate you would save per year from the rsmoyal of tho cigarette test?

Amount saved::

Not Answered

Comment box:

The amount saved will bb dependent on the number of tests carried

out, however the sample preparation and condit¡oning will be the same as curently
(as most labs carry the cigarette and match test on the game sample). Therefor

expect a sav¡ng of 55% - 1 0% per test

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

Amount saved::

Not sure

Comment box:
As noted ¡t is not clear whether flame retardant use will be reduced

or increased (e.9. with a protective cover or interliner route it is estimated that use of
flame retardants may ¡ncrease).

28 Are you aware of any further costs or benefits we have not identified in thê impact assessment? Please support with any evidenco you
have.

Yes

Comment box:
The 5 times match test for protective covers does not seem to have

been identífied

29 To what extent do you agree that, ovorall, those proposals represent a reasonable compromlse - beering in mind the ¡nformation in this
consultation document, feedback on the previous (201a) consultation, and other stakeholder input during the review?

Not sure

Comment box:




