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Earrh Sciences

UNIVERSITY OF TORONTO

November II, 2016

Chnstine Knox
Regulatory Delivery
Department for Business, Energy and Indusrial Scrareg;r

Second Floor, I Victoria Screet

London, UK SWIH OET
furniture,consulracion20 I 6@bis.gsi.gov.uk

Dear Ms. Knox,

. I am writing in response to rhe Review of cl-re Fumicure and Fumishings (Fire)(Safery) regulatioru
(FFRÐ chat have been open for public consulucion. I am a professor in Environmenral Chemiscry wirh
expertise in studying sources, emissioru, environmen[al behaviour, and human and ecosysrem exposure to
flame retardant.s. This research has also extended co invescigating flammability srandards. I have published
over I20 pâpers in the scienrifìc hteratuie of which many have dealt with flame re¡ardanm. BelowI briefly
outline several concems arrsing from the conrenrs of the consultation documenrs.

I. Demons¡raced need for open flame flammabilicy scandard. The drafc documenrs recommend
rmplementing ân open flame match rest and removal of a cigaretre test for fumicure coverings.

I have yec to see data that clearly show the need for an open flame flammability srandard for
upholsrered fumicure icems. 'Whereas fire inciden¡ dace in several counrries show a dechne in fire-related
deaths and injury, no analysis to date 'has linked thrs decline to the implemenrarion of a flammabilicy srandard
for fumiture (or any flammabiliry scandard to my knowledge). As with any dara rhac show a rime ¡rend;
several factors could account for rhat rend of a decrease in firç-relaced household deachs and injury, Those
other trends are a decreased incidence of smoking indoors, widespread use of smoke dececcors, and rmproved
building safety codes. All have occurred simultaneously wich rhe implemenration of flammabiliry standards,
No analysis hes been able to teese Âpert the contribucions to decreases in fire-rela¡ed incidenrs *irh 

"r,y 
orr.

of those coincidental time trends.
Some dau suggest rhat deaths and injury due to building fires is caused prrmarrly by smoke

inhalation. Smoke producúôn is caused by open fires, but even more so by lower remperârure smolder
conditions. Smolder conditions are promoted by the use of organic-based flame rerardanrs. As such, flame
,.c^rd".,t ',-rr"d to meet open flame ,r".rd"rd, *áy 

".t 
r"lly "*"å.b"t" fìre-related deaths and in¡ury.

A strong, evidence-based revision ofrhe IJK FFRs needs to unequivocally show úre fire safery benefit
of usrng en open flame standards, which is rypically met with tle use of flame rerardanß rhar can increase fire
hazard by creating smolder condicions. This evidence is not presented in the consultarion documents.

2. Proposed open flame march cest will requlre use of flame retardants wich uncenain healch and ecoloqicâl
impacrs. lt is evident from ¡he consultacion documents thac che use of flame rerardanrs to meer rhe opÃ
flarne match standards is not specified. However, pâsr experience and conversirions wirh fumirure
manufacturers shows thar such a flammabiliry test is t)¡pically mec with rhe use of a flame rerardan¡.

We have often heard the argumenc that t'safe" flame retardan$ cen be used ro meet an opi:n flame
srandard. Our research shows thac the functionaliry required for a chemical to åcc as flame rerardanc
cranslaces to a chemical or chemrcal mixture chac is toxic and/or environmencally persisrent. Moreover, the
mosc economical flame remrdants used co meet open flame tests in upholstered fumiture have a very high
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probabil.ry of being roxic and/or persistent. 'We recencly reviewed 94 chemicals used or markeced as flame

recardanm ,. We fJund rhar 4OY¿ o{ rhose chemicals have a persistênce ar,Ã/ t ability to travel long dismnces

in air rhar would lead ro a medium or high level of concem. Sixty Percenr of the 94 chemicals had ¿

persistence andf o, abilicy ro rravel long discances that was similar to thac of che now-banned polybrominaced

iiph"rryl .th.rs (PBDEs). Evidence of the toxicicy of older and newer flame remrdanß continues to be

p.rblr.h.d. Baseà on che sciendfic evidence. it is improbable thar economically-viable, "safe" flame reÞrdanß

iould be used ro meet che proposed open flame macch flammabiliry rcst being ProPosed

There is a trme lag of many years between the incroduccion of a "new" flame retardanc and

demonsrrarion of its .nviÃ.r*"nt"l lrr.d/ or health consequences' 
'While research is being conducted to

invesrigare rhe hazard/safery of rhe flame retardant, thet chemrcal is used to meet flammabiliry standard in

,r"* pÃdrr.r.. A haz ardous designation of a fleme retardan$, as was the case with PBDEs and a growtng

.r,r-b., of ocher flame retardants-, meens thet new production is stopped, bur noc that uses in in-use produccs

scops. Rarler, rhe public con[inues to be exposed ro rhat htzardous chemical in older in-use furniture until

the fumicure s repiaced. Even when dre fumiture is replaced, exposures mây continue as the fumr¡ure may be

see ¡ second use or if ic enters the wasce manegement stteam. Thus, use of flame recardanm wich unknown

human and environmenul healch hazarÃ or safery represents a significant source of exposure even it is

designated as such.

3. Proposed labelling will nor improve consumer safety. Labelling does not necessarily safeguard the public.

Th;. of labelhng*as a "safery" mechanism essurnes that consumers know to check labels, thac rhey are well

versed in rhe meanirg of d-re latel and drat rlrêy are in a circumstance in which they have a choice of which

producc to purchase o.,rr". Labelling does not protecr cicizens that receive second-hand produccs.

4. Decrsions on flarrunabiliry srandards need to be based on sound evidence and 4 benefit-risk aPProach. As

I menrioned above, srrong .uid".r.. does not support the proposed changes co the flammabiliry srandard and

parricularly co rhe rnpleÃenrarion of an open match test. I have mentioned the Potentiâl risks involved wirh

,¡. *. ofh"-. ,.r".àn.r* !o meet fumirute flammabiliry srandards. Those nsks need to be balanced by

clear evidence of r'he benefirs rhac would accrue from the flammabiliry standard. Thac clear benefic-risk

analysis was not aPParent in the documentation presented.

In closing, I srrongly urge a reconsiderarion of the recommendations for a more "severe" oPen maçch

resr for ,rpholrr.r.d furoirft rre-s based on the lack of demonstraced fire safery benefim and tle

@seofeconomi.,lly.u"ilabl"organic.basedfi"m...t".d".,tsusedtomee!
such as standard.

Sincerely

Professor

Department of Eanh Sciences

Cross-appoinced ro:

Depanment of Chemical Engineering and Applied Chemrstry

Dalla Lana School of Public Health

School of rhe Environment

Deparcmenc of Physical and Environmental Sciences, UoT Scarborough
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