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submitted to FurnÍture and furnishings f¡re safety regulationa: proposed chang€s (20i6)
Submitted on 2016-09-21 1OiS3:47

lntroduction

1 What is your name?

Name:

2 What is your ernail address?

Email:

llqcqcræl

Yes

3 What is your organisation?

Organisation:
Upholstery Supplies & Upholstery Training Centre

4 How would you classify your organisation?

Organisatlon type:
Small business (10 to 49 staff)

Other - please deacribe here:
Upholsterer & Ttêacher

Scope

5 The proposed regulations cover any ltem of domestic furnlture wh¡ch is ordlnar¡ly intended for private use fn a dwelling and comprises acover fabric and a filling'Do you agree wlth th€ rovised definit¡on of the Regulailon,s scope?

Yes

Comment box:
should th¡s also ¡nclude caravans & Motor Homes? Also wheel chairs.for the disabled

6 Do you agroe with the proposals relating to âleeping bags and mattross protectorc (i.e. those which can be put in a waehing machine areexplicifly removed from scope and do not have to moet the requirements of the regulations)?

Yes

Comment box:
These items are cfeaned and washed and so it would not work to include these items and also it would not be healthy to sleep ¡n a product contain¡ng so manychem¡cals.

7 Do you agrse wlth the proposals relating to cu$hions and soat pads (i.e. that they remain excluded from covor têsts but the definition olthese products to be spec¡fiêd more clearly)?

Yes

Comment box:
This has long been an area that has been unclear. such as when ¡s a scatter cush¡on not a scatter cushion but part of a sofa or cha¡r.
There is also an area that is missing with regard to labeling and that ¡s when a gel is used as part of the filling, I have been asked to the provide the appropriatelabels for such cushions but have been unable to be sure which labels would be appropriate and so have sent the customer back to theii tes,"n'n"*" i" ***.

I Do you agree with the proposals relat¡ng to outdoor furnlture (i.e. thai outdoor furniture unsuitable for use inside the home, and clearlylabelled as not complying with thê Regulations) should be out of scope?

Yes

Comment box:
Th¡s has been a loop hole for conservatory fumiture especiafly ¡mported furniture.



9 Do you agree with the pfoposals relating to baby products (i.e. that items covered by covered by Bs ENf gg8 (wheeled childconveyances) and BS E1{1466 (carry cots and stands) are removed from scope, with padded praypens t*atod in the same way asmattresses)?

Yes

Comment box:

f 0 Do you agro€ wfth the proposed treatment oi second-hand producùs (i.e. that they woutd l¡e roqu¡red to beaf ths rclevant pormanentlabel)?

Not sure

Comment box:
ln the past yêars a lot of good fum¡ture has gone to landf ll due to the lack of labeling. There ¡s already a shortage of good mid 2oth century upholstered furnitureframes that have gone to landfill due to the lack of a labêt.
I have got around the problem by completely re-upholstering any pieces that comes to me without a iabel,rather than re-covering, as originalry requested by thecustomer.

can there not be an exception to the rule? lf the furniture can be dated or proved to be bought new in a certain period. obviously a chair that is manufactured andsold ¡n th¡s country dur¡ng the 2ooo period it wit compry but may not have its rabers in tact. 
rrver¡v s u¡rdrr trrar rÐ rtrarìuracl

similarly if I recover a ihair ¡n a fabric of the right spec that had a permanent laber, that label will be remov€d with the old fabric. However, I cannot add a newlabel as I do not have tractability of the original fiilings. How does that work?

T€sting

I I Do you agree to removing the Filling I option? (¡.o. to remove the option to test where covens are placed directly over the foam fill¡ng ¡nthe final product)

Not sure

Comment box:

I 2 Do you agree that the specifications set out in the draft Regulations for the test foam and fibre wrap are suffic¡ent to achieve theobJectives of the Regulations?

No

Comment bor:
I tend to agree with the BSI comments that the cúrr€nt testiñg over non FR foam shourd remain for the reasons that they have so crearry stated.. However I doagree with replacing the cigarêtte test with an alternative to a cigaiette and us¡ng an electronic substitute.

13 Do you agree that the regurations shourd provide a pfotoctivê cover option?

Yes

Gomment box:
Ratherthan needing to make ail webb¡ng and hessians FR. r hope r have understood this.

14 lf yes, do you agree wrth our proposed definition of protecfiyen""s?

Not sure

Comment box:

l 5 Do you agree wnh the proposed roqu¡rements for components crose to the cover?

No

Comment box:
I cannot see how th¡s can be done without massively ¡ncreaàng our use of chem¡cals. The cover and filling should be suffîcient as it has been for many years.

16 Do you agree thatthere ¡s no need forthe c¡garette testfor coyers that pa33 the revised match test?

Yeg

Comment box:

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

Not sure



Comment box:

As re-upholsterers the method would vary depending on the cover chosen by the customer and the old or new filling.
For any new pieces that we måke we would go for schedule 3 interliner or protect¡ve cover again whichever will comply.

l8 For business respondents - What do you expect the ímpact of the testing proposals to be on your uss of flame rctardants ¡n covoE?

lncreese

Comment box:

Any increase is not acceptable

l9 For business respondents - What do you expect the impact of the testing þroposale to be on your overail uss of flame retardinb?

Increase

Comment box:

Not aceptable

Traceabillty and enforcement

20 Do you agree wlth the product record/techn¡cal file requiremenùs fo¡ manufacturee and lmporters?

YeS

Gomment box:

21 Oo you agree wlth the requirements for the single permanent label, and the proposal to romove the requirement for addlilonal àisptay
labels?

Not sure

Comment box:
It would depend on what the new permanent label is and if there is any rules about where it is to be displayed.

22 Whatdo 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:

Symbol is flne but felv members of the public would underÊtand the symbols so both would be needed.

Other questions

à3 oo you agree that a 24 month translt¡on period ís sufficlent, and that the changes should bo reviewed in five yeae?

No

Comment box:

36 months to 48 would be more sensible as a transition period but a review is fine.

24 Do yoir have any other comments on tho proposals or dràft regulat¡ons?

Comment box:

I think that the changes made in lg88 have saved many lives and worked well. The ban on smoking has also had an impact. Therefore I think that changing too
much of the original regs is unwise. How€ver I do agree that there are areas that need to be made clearer.
Hoivever none of this will be helpful ¡f the public are not made aware of the rules and what labels are indicating so that they understand what they should be
looking for. IMPoRTANT -Better education of the pubtic ¡s needed in the form of a fulf campaign.
It should also be made compulsory for furniture stores, second hand shops, re-upholsterers etc. to have signs in clear sight showing pictures of the labels and
èxplaining their meaning.

lmpact Assessment

25 Do you agree with our sstimate of traceability t¡mo ¡n the lmpact Assessment - ie one-off ¡nput of {6 hours per firm and ongoing per
year time of 48 hours psr firm? lf not can you provide add¡tional evidencs io support your answer?

Not sure

Comment box:

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

Amount saved::



Nothing

Comment box:
It would not aff€ct my business.

27 How much do you eotlmate you would save por year from rcduced use of flamo rotardantt?

Amount 3aved::

Nothing

Commont bor:
This cost is passed on to our customers.

28 Are you aware of eny furlher costs or beneflts wu have not ldentifled ln the impac{ easossment? pleaso support wlth any evldonco youhave. a

Ye9

Commont box:

lf all cornponents within 4omm from the surface are to b6 made FR the æst of testing €tc will be huge.

29 To wfiat extent do you agr€e thaq ovor¡ll, those proporals represent a rea3onable comprom¡óo - bearing in mind the information ¡n th¡sconeulþtlon documont, fosdback on the previouo (2014) corcultation, and other stakehold3r lnput during the revlew?

Disagree

Commont box:


