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lntroduction

1 What is your neme?

Name:

9 Do you agree w¡th the proposals relatlng to baby producûs (i.e. that items covered by covered by BS ENt8g8 (wheeled child

;î:i::ï, 
and BS EN1466 (carry cots and stands) are removsd rrom scope, r'ri oåoo"o p,;;il"-;"1]];il;"î"'T"i 

""

2 What is your email address?

Email:

3 What is your organisation?

Organisatíon:
Ross Fabrics

4 Howwould you classify your organ¡sation?

Organisat¡on type:
Small business (10 to 49 staf)

Other - please descrlbe here:
Fabric l/vholesaler

Scope

Yes

Comment box:

6 Do you agree w¡th the proposals relatlng to sleeping bags and maüro3s pfotoctofs (i.e. thoae which can be put in a wash¡ng machine areexplicitly removed fiom scope and do not have to mset th€ requirements of the regulations)?

Yes

Comment box:
Sensible to claril, this anomaly

7 Do you agree wlth the pfoposals relating to cushions and seat pads (i.e. that they remain excluded from cover tests but tho defin¡tion ofthese products to be specified more clearly)?

Yes

Comment box:

I Do you agrge with the proposals rslating to outdoor furniture (i.e. that outdoor furniture unsuitable for use inside the home, and clearlylabelled as not comprying with the Regurations) should be out of scope?

Yes

Comment box:

Yes

5 Ths pfoposod regulations cover any item ol domestic furniture whictr is ordinarily intended for private u3ê in a dwelling and comprises acover fabrlc and a lllling.Do you agree with the revised definition of the Regulation,s scope?

Yes

Comment box:



No

10 Do you agree ì¡vlth the proposed treatment of second-hand products (¡.e. that they would be required to bear the relevant permansnt
label)?

Yes

Commênt box:

Gives purchasers and charities conf¡dence in the furniture.

Testing

11 Do you agroe to remov¡ng the Filling I opt¡on? (i.e. to remove the option to test where covers are placed directly over the foam filling in
tho f¡nal product)

Yes

Comment box:

It was previously confusing to have 2 levels of testing which would have led to 2 categories of cover wh¡ch in tum would have produced a higher number of enors
and a h¡gher risk of abuse.

I 2 Do you agree that the spsc¡fications set out in the draft Regulations for the test foam and fibre wrap are sufficient to ach¡eye the
obiectives of the Regulations?

Not sure

Commênt box:

Vvhilst not being suffìciently informed to dispute the experts view ôn chemical spec¡fication , it would seem sensible to have a standard foam / llbre wrap for
testing purposes to ensure the consistency of test results as it ¡s likely that different foam / fibre wrap combinations could produce d¡ffering test results on the
s¿ime cover.

I 3 Do you agree that ths regulations should provide a protective cover option?

Comment box:

The introduction of the Protective Cover status is likely to create 2 categories of fabr¡c defined by wh¡ch test it passes. This is a similar scenario to the 2 "Filling"
options in the 2014 Consultat¡on. As a fabric wholesaler we know that the majority of our customers ( both manufacturers and Upholsterers ) do not undertakê
their own FR Testing but instead rely on ourselves to regularly test all of our covers and to supply copy certif¡cates as and when requested. lt is therefore likely , iri
our opinion , that these same Manufacturers and Upholsterers wlllwant to avo¡d having to erisure that the.various @mponents close to the cover are flre
retardant and as a consequence the demand for Protect¡ve covers 'âi¡ll increase signif¡cantly . Additionally , each cover range would have to be categorised ãs
either Protective or non Protective and documentation , such as ¡nvoices , delivery notes and price lists would have to be changed to ensure that anyone
purchasing fabric is at all times aware of whether a fabric is Protective or not and the associated implicåtions.

It ¡s therefore possible that a fabric categorised as Non Protective could be vis,ved as infer¡or to a Protective fabric and consequently sales of these items would
decline leading to fabrics being altered in order to become P¡otective. lf the methods undertaken to achieve Protective status are of a chemical nature then this
could lead to an inc¡ease ¡n the usage of chemicâls in the manufactuie of furniture.

The use of both Protective and Non Protective covers (and the respective ¡mplication for "close" components) by manufacturers and Upholsterers is likely to be
very confusing and could easily lead to a potent¡ally unsafe combination of a Non Protect¡ve cover and Non FR components whether it is due to enor , negligence
or cost .

Due to the subiective nature of the proposed Protect¡ve test it is possible that the regular testing ol any given cover could alternately classify that cover as
Protective and lhen Non Protective on successive tests which would lead lo huge confusion amongst upholsterers and be totally unworkable as there would be no
conf¡dence in the correct categor¡sat¡on of each cover.

It would be far s¡mpler to remove the Protect¡ve cover status and require all components to pass their own match test. This would remove the complexity of the
current proposal and the amb¡gu¡ty created by hav¡ng numerous opt¡ons.

14 lfyes, do you agree with our proposed defínition of protectiveness?

No

Comment box:

The method for determin¡ng the size of a hole ¡s very subjective , diff¡cult to measure and over reliant on human interpretatiôn which will lead to inconsistent test
results. lt iS also likely that as the test,is more complex than the ex¡sting FR test and requires close inspect¡on by a person , the cost of a Protect¡ve test could be
higher than at present.

l5 Do you agree with the proposed requ¡rements for components closs to the cover?



Yes

Comment box:
vvhilst not d¡rectly affected by this proposal it would seem sensible for all components to have some resistiance to f¡re rather than placing all of the responsibility
onto the cover. lnstead of alfowing the Protect¡ve status as an aftemative it would be less amb¡guous and confus¡ng ¡f ALL components close to the cover had to
pass their own Match test.

1 6 Do you agree that thors is no need for the cigarette test for covors that pass the revised match test?

Yes

Gomment box:

'17 For business respondents - Which of the routes to. compliance do you expect to follow for most of your products?

Protective cover

Comment box:

we are a fabric wholeseler However we are concerned that Manufac{urers and upholsterers who do not use a schedule 3 lnterl¡ner will favour the protective
cover route ( thus avoiding the need to test components) which will púsh the problem onto fabric suppliers once again and increase the demand for proiective
fabrics which in tum will probably increase the use of Fire Retardant chemicals.

l8 For business respondents '.what do you expoct the ¡mpact of the testing proposals to be on your use of flame retardants in covers?

Not sure

Comment box:

lf the Protective status is adopted and the demand for Protective fabrics ¡ncreases as a result then ¡t is possible that the use of flame retardant chemicals could
actually increase

1 9 For business respondents ' what do you expect tho impact of the testing proposals to be on your ovsralf use of flame retardants?

Not sure

Comment box:

We are only ¡nvolved ¡n fabric , hut potentially the proposals could increase lhe use of flame retardant chemicâls either in an attempt to achieve protective status
or by the need to treat components. These "extra" treatments could outweigh any reductions resulting from the move to a cM foam test.

Traceability and enforcement

20 Do you agre€ with the product recordltechnical file requirements for manufacturers ând ¡mporters?

Not sure

Comment box:

ln principle the maintenance of a techn¡cal file appears val¡d although whether small manufacturers and upholsterers are able to comply is quest¡onable. The
consultation process seems to have assumed that all furniture is manufactured by large scale operalions where the computêr systems and procedures relaling to
production scheduling also readily lend themselves to good traceability. The smaller manufacturers and upholsterers will be less able to meet the requ¡rements for
producing the suggested technical file for each of their products.

Also how will these traceability rules apply to Re-upholstered furniture where each individual job is likely to be unique and therefore not covered by a standard
Product Technical file.

The requirement to keep these records for 1 o years also seems very onerous for any bus¡ness of any size and th¡s t¡me period is in excess of most other
Regulatory bodies requirements for record keeping even HMRC. ln many cases, over a period of 1o years, it is likely that one of businesses in the supply chain (
retailers , manufacturers , fabric and component suppliers ) would have ceased trading so hinder¡ng any attempt to trace a product through the supply chain.

21 to you agree with the requirements for the single permansnt label, and ihe proposal to remove the requirement for additional display
labels?

Yes

Cbmment box:

The use of a single permanent label seems sensible and achievable. Would this also apply to Re-upholstered items.

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

Comment box:

we think that a statement alerting the consumer to the use of flame retardant chemicals would be better than an unfamiliar symbol , although we assume that no
attempt would be made to speciry lhe exact chemicals involved as this would be totally unworkable and generally meaningless to the end user and could cause
worry when preViously acceptable chem¡cals are removed from the l¡st. lt would be better to state that the chemicals used complied w¡th REACH at the date of
manufacture.



Other questions

23 Do you agres that a 24 month transition period is sufficient, and that tho changes should be reviewed in five yearc?

Yes

Comment box:

The transition períod seems fair and it ìs important to review any new regulations fairly soon afrer their ¡mplementation.

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

Gomment box:

As with the 2014 Consultation , these current proposals still appear to be trying to achieve the impossible by requiring the same level of f¡re retardancy to be

maintained whilst reducing the use of chemicals. Compared to when the Regulations were f¡rst ¡ntroduced the average home has become a vastly safer

env¡ronment , with very few sources of naked flames and a mass¡ve reduction in smoking in the home As a consequence the risk of a lire in the home has been

substant¡ally reduced and for many people the presence of f¡re retardant chem¡cals is of greater concem with regard to health and the environment than their

perceived threat of a house fire.

When the Cunent Regulations were f¡rst introduced the main a¡m was for the fabric to protect the combustible and potentially dangerous non FR foam from

catching fire. At the time there was undoubtedly a need for protection against the dangers posed by non FR foam . Hch,vever , as ndn FR foams are no lohger

present in furniture then there should not be the need for the fåbric to act as the "fire ext¡nguishef for the wlìole p¡ece of furniture.

lf the cunent Fire Regulations did not already exist and rules were being introduced for the f¡rst time then it is very likely that the propossd rules would be far less

stringent and onerous than this latest consultat¡on as they \ þuld be based on a modem day assessment of the potential dangers within the home. There appears

to be a reluclance to weâken the extremely onerous rules thai cunently exist "just in case" any blame could be attached ¡n the future should an unfortunate

incident occur.

lmpact Assessment

25 Do you agree with our est¡mate of tracaab¡lity time ln the lmpact Assessment - ie ono-off input of 16 hours per firm and ongoing per

year time of 48 hours per firm? lf not can you provide addit¡onal evidence to support your answor?

Not sure

Commênt box:

We are a fabric wholesaler and so much of the traceability proposals do not apply to us.

We can already trace every ind¡vidual roll of fábric.

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

Amount saved::

Not sure

Commont box:

Difficult to say - this will be in the hands of the test houses who I am sure will want to protect their income.

27 How much do you estimate you would save per year from rgduced u6e of flame retardants?

Amount saved::

Not sure

Comment box:

Whilst the removal of the cigarette test could reduce the annual cost of test¡ng this could be more than offset if the Protective Cover Status is ¡nlroduced as this

test will undoubtedly be more expensive ( due to the need for hole size to be individually assessed/measured by a person ) and it may also involve an increase in

the use of flame retardant chemicals.

28 Ars you aware of any furthor costs or benefits we have not identified in thê impact assessment? Please support with any evidence you

have.

Not sure

Comment box:

The implêmentat¡on and maintenance of the technical file could prove to be more onerous than anticipated and therefore more costly to admin¡ster.

29 To what extent do you agree that, overall, these proposals represent a reasonable comprom¡sé - bearing in mind the information in this
consultation document, feedback on tho previous (2014) consultation, and oth€r Eiakeholder input during the review?

Disagree



Commentlox:
Overall the Proposâls fail to achieve any real prcigress as the undoubted improvements such as Clarifying the Scope , Testing over 1 filling , the use of CM foam
and the removal of the cigãrette test have been negated by the subjectivity and complexity of introducing a Prgtective status and an increase in the traceability
requirements. At present the UK has one of highest levels of FR regulations in the world and until we are prepared to accept that they may now be a litfle
excessive in tl.ìe modem world then little progress is likely in reducing the use of chemicals.

The fac't that a ''Flow Diagram" (as printed in Note 81) is required to show the various combinations of protective / non protective fabric , Schedule 3 interl¡ner , FR
and non FR componênts that are possible to comply with the proposed rul€is demonstrates how compficated these rules'would be to follow ¡n a normal working
environment. Unless an upholsterer always uses a Schedule 3 lnterliner, then switching between Proteclive and non proteciive fabrics and FR and non FR
components would inevilably lead to errors be¡ng made.

We believe that removing the 2 Tier ( Protective / non Protective ) status for fabrics and requiring all "close" components to pass a match test would be an
effective and workable solution which would be easy to follo/v , understand and trace.

Tak¡ng the key posit¡ve points from the Proposat

Match test oveiCM Foam & Fibre wrap comb¡nalion

No Protective Status

.All "close" components to pass their own match test unless Schedule 3 lnterliner ts used.
No.Cigarette test when fabric passes match test

The above would produce an unamb¡guous set of rules that are easy to follow as they avoid the confusion and uncertainty created by hav¡ng more than 1

category of f¡re protection and produce a test thât iS more reflective of current components and manufacturing methods.




