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Røooctsdlntroduction

1 What is your name?

Name:

2 What ¡s your êma¡l address?

Ema¡l

Yes

3 What is your organ¡sation?

Organisation:
Walker Greenbank PLC

4 How would you classify your organasation?

Organisation type:
Manufacturer

Other - plêase describe here:

Scope

5 The proposed regulations coyer any item of domestic furnlture which is ordinarily intended for private use in a dwolling and comprises a

cover fabric and a l¡lling.Do you agree with the revisod definition of the Reguiation's scope?

No

Comment box:

The cunent regulations are well understood considered one of lhe best in the world, why do we need to change them
The industry únderstands them, the only change we agree with ¡s lhe change of toam to be CHMR across the board

6 Do you agree with the proposals relating to sleeplng bags and mattress protêctoF (i.e. those wh¡ch can be put in a washing mach¡no aro
explicitly removed from scope and do not have to meet ths requirements of ths rsgulatlons)?

Not sure

Comment box:

7 Do you agree with the proposals relatlng to cushions and soat pads (i.e. that they remain excluded from cover tests but the dsfinition of
these products to be specified more clearly)?

Yes

Comment box:

I Do you agree with the proposals rslatlng 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 scopè?

No

Comment box:
The risk'is that people w¡ll bring outdoor furniture into the homes not understanding the risks of doing so.

9 Do you agreo with tho proposals relating to baby products (i.e. that ltems covèred by covered by BS ENl888 (wheoled child
conveyances) and BS ENl466 (carry cots and stands) are removod from scope, with padded playpons treated ¡n the same way as
mattrosses)?

No



Comment box:

These items are used by parents smoking, the sâme regulations should apply

,l0 Do you agree w¡th tho proposed troetment of second-hand products (¡.e. that they would be requlred to b€ar th€ relovant permanent
label)?

No

Comment box:

We are surely at the stage now where the majority of products would comply. Charities re-cycleis are destroying per.fectly good fumiture for the sake of a label.

The rule's for labelling should include going foMârd that the label should be f¡xed to lhe fumiture so that it does not hang down is a permanent label in an ¡n

conspicuous place th?¡t the consumer does not see in normal use and removês as its unsightly.

Testing

11 Do you agree to removing the Filling 1 opt¡on? (i.e.'to remove the optlon to test where covens are placod dir€ctly over the foam filling in
the final product)

No

Gomment box:

Confusing to all

l2 Do you agrso that the gpecifications set out in the draft Regulations for the test foam and fibre wrap are sufficient to achieve th€
ob¡ectives of the Rsgulat¡ons?

YBs

Comment box:

Agree more like f¡nal composite is l¡kely to be.

I 3 Do you agree that the regulations should proúlde a protoctivs cover option?

No

Comment box:

Adds such differing tevels of regulation that we as fabric manufacturers never know what the end use/make up is going to be. how can we advise our customers

14 lfye3, do you agree with our proposed definition of protectiveness?

No

Comment box:

l5 Do you agreô with the proposed requirements for compononts close to the cover?

No

Comment box:

Th¡s will surely increase the use of chemicals as they are introduced to the fumitures components to meet thê requiremenls

1 6 Do you agree that there is no need for the cigarettê test for cove¡s that pass the revised match test?

Nol

Comment box:

We have always considered the malch test the first level of defence in f¡re prevention, the chance of a cigarette being dropped on fumiture is much much greater

than a match being dropped on it.

As fabr¡c manufacturers we supply fabric that meets this regulation, what the furn¡ture mfr does is beyond our control, they may or may not adhere to the

regulations by using an interliner orchemical treatment, but we have the safety net that the fabric cover¡ng at least g¡ve some protection. in the event of
unscrupulous or genuine errors meaning that the lurn¡ture is not compl¡ant

l7 For business respondonts - Which of the routss to compliance do you expect to follow for most of your products?

Not sure

Comment box:

I would have thought that from our experience our customers would continue witn the chemical treatment of the fabric

I I For business respondents - ì,Vhat do you expect the impact of the testing proposalå to bo on your use of flame retardants in covers?



No change

Commont box:
as above

lnterliner use double the cost of upholstery

I 9 For businoss respondents ' what do you expect ths impact of the tssting proposats to be on your ovorall uso of flame retardants?

lncrease

Comment box:

Traceability and enforcement

20 Do you agrse with the product record/technical file requirements for manufactuÍers and importo6?

No

Comment box:
The data suggests the rífe of the furniture is greater than the time ro keep records

2l Do you agree with the requirements for the singlo permanent label, and tho proposal to remove the requirement for additional displaylabels?

No

Comment box:
These labels give customers re-assurance at po¡nt of sale

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?

Comment box:.
not necessary

Other questions

23 Do you agreo that a 24 month transition psrlod is sufficient, and that th€ changes should be revieured in f¡v€ y€ars?

No

Comment box:

24 Do you havo any other comments on the proposals or draft regulations?

Comment box:
The use of chemícåls lo pass the current regulations w¡ll not change for us as a supplier the majority of our products would fail the match test without this usage.The comments about deca use may be relevant, but non of our treatment houses use these chemicals they have sourced otn",' 

"i"ri."r ;;;;;";;;;;'potential' harmful affects.

we agree that the regulation need amending to more cater for the changes over the years , but these changes w¡ll not ach¡eve the desired affect of lêss use ofchemicals without risking the dropping of standards in our opinlon , The change of foam to the CHMR foams that are used ¡s positive, and we agree with this, thenew regurarion ¡s confusing the resurts about a hore or something erse is at bést vague.
The clarif¡cation about cush¡ons is welcome, this should also include clarif¡cat¡on about armcaps.
one area that has caused us problems as manufacturers could be resolved in this change and that is the frequency of testing fabrics, there is nothing thatconfirms the validity of a cigarette Test certificate' if the product is not changed in any way, why shourd there be a further test on a yearly/s¡x monthly basis as weare seeing requests for? this seems to be a paper exercise that is cost¡ng manufacturers needlessly and adding no benefit , only cost to induslry andsubsequently increasing costs to the consumer. I am williñg to discuss th¡s furth€r if needed. 

iv ¡¡ ¡YYvn 
' 

q' ru

lmpact Assessment

25 Do you agree with our estimate of traceability time in ths lmpact Assessment - ie one-off input of 16 hours per fim and ongoing peryear time of 48 hours per firm? lf not can you provide additional evidence to support your answer?

No

Gomment box:
I befieve that this changes will put unnecessary additional adm¡n across the industry, our back cãtalogues will need all testing to new regs , th¡s will run into manyhundreds of skus' and the associated costs, and time th¡s is grossly understated ln the above, as the current regulations take more than this in man hours now.

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



Amount s¡ved::

Nothing

Comment box:
We urould se an increaèe ¡n testing to achieve the new Match Test

27 How much do you cstlmate you would.ravo peryear from reduced u¡e of flamo retadantE?

Amount rayed::

Nothing

Comment box:

;:r:.* 
t* aware of any further cosrs or benãflts næ havo not identiflerl ln tho lmpact aaaessmont? ptêaso support wtth any evtdence you

Yes

Commsnt box:
see previous comments

29 To what extent do you agres.that, overall, thoEe proposals ropresent a reagonablo compromiao - bearlng in mind the informatlon ln thlsconsultation documont, foedback on the provlou! (2014) conaultation, and other ttal(oholdor lnput during the revlew?

Disâgree

Comment box:


