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lntroduction

1 What is your name?

Nama'

2 What is your email addross?

Ema¡l:

ßaaccaC-t

No

3 What ¡s your organisatlon?

Organisation:
Steinhofr UK Bedding

4 How would you classify your organisation?

Organisat¡on type
Manufacturer

Other - please describe here:
Manufacturer of beds, bed bases and headboards

Scope

5 The proposed regulat¡on8 cover any item of domestic furnlture which is ordinarily intendod for private use in a dwelling and compriees a
cover fabric and a fllling.Do you agree with the revised deflnition of the Regulation,s scope?

Yes

Gomment box:

The def¡nition ¡n the scope now looks better def¡ned.

6 Do you agree with the proposats relat¡ng to sleeping bags and mattress protectors (i.e. those which can be put in a washing machine are
explicitly removed from scope and do not have to meet tho requiremonts of the regulations)?

No

Comment box:

we agree with the proposal to remove mattress protectors ffom the regulation, but the definition of mattress protectors should be more closely def¡ned.
The key difference is that a mattress protector is used for hygiene reasons and a mattress topper is used to provide enhanced comfort or support.
The consultation defines mattress protectors as those which can be þlaced in a washing machine. lt would be easy for manufaclurers of comfort or support
enhancers with a reasonâble element of fillings to redefine their products as protêctorg that can be washed in larger commerc¡al machines. Also the current
regulation does not define the size of the washing machine is this a domest¡c large machine or a commerc¡al machine?
would it be better to deflne a mattress protector as an item below a set grams per metre squared?

7 Do you agres ìil¡th thê proposals relat¡ng to cuehions and seat pads (¡.s. that they remain exctuded from cover tests but the d€finlt¡on of
these products to bê specified more clearly)?

Not sure

Comment box:

The definit¡on in the draft of cush¡ons and seat pads has been improved, howeverìt would more eas¡ly understgod ¡f both items came under the same definition.

I Do you agree with the proposals r€lating to outdoor furniture (i.e. that outdoor furniture unsuitabte for use inside the home, and clearly
labelled as not complying with the Regulations) ehould be out of scope?

Not sure

Comment box:

It is agreed that the definition of outdoor furn¡ture needs to be improved. But is the def¡nition clear?



Yes

could manufacturers for instãnce interpret the regulation by marking all fumiture as not suitable for indoor use ¡.e. for outdoor use only and thus avoid the need to
comply with the regulat¡on?

ïhis r¡r¡ould be a detrimental step in fire saféty terms.

9 Do you agree with the proposals relat¡ng to baby producis (i.ê. that items covered by covefod by Bs ENlggg (wheelod c'hild
conveyances) and BS EN1466 (carry cots and stands) are removed from scope, wlth padded playpens treated in tho Eame way as
mattresses)?

Yes

Comment box:

This would be a positive step forward, we would also agree with the proposal to exclude car seats as per the draft regulations, but not in the consultation
document.

l0 Do you agree witli the pfoposed treatment ol second-hand products (i.e. that they would be required to boar ths rÞlevant permaneñt
label)?

Yes

Comment box:

Currently furniture is only accepted for resale if the original fire label is in place.
The probfem however is with items which are reupholstered, the consultation document states that the orig¡nal permanent label must be in place, this would be
¡mposs¡ble in this ¡nstance.

This would mean this sector of the industry would either be non-compliant or forced out of business.

Testing

I I Do you agree to removing the Filling I option? (¡.o. to remove the option to tost whero covens are placêd dirocly over tho foam f¡lt¡ng ¡n
the f¡nal product)

Comment box:

This will simplify the testing and more accurately represent the composition of modem fumiture.

I 2 Do you agree that the spsclfications set out in the draft Regulations lor the test foam and flbre wrap are 6ufficient to achieve ths
objectives of the Regulations?

No

Comment box:

There is concern in the industry that the spec¡fication of the fibre wrap is not sufficient, and it would be better to define the fibre as not to have FR fibre.
Measurement of f¡bre lofuthickness is also difficult given the nature of the product and could lead to inconsistencies tn measurement.
The foam specificatlon would be possible to be simplified however in the draft regulation it references schedule 1 part 1 compliant foam in thè draft schedule I part
1 ¡s the list of revocat¡ons.

Should it not reference schedule 4 pat11?

I 3 Do you agree that ths regulations should provide a protectivo cover opt¡on?

Yed

Comment box:

Yes this rìðuld be the least complicated method of ensuring compliance for manufactures.

14 lfyes, do you agrsê with our proposed definition of protocfiveness?

No

Comment box:
We cannot accept this definition for these reasons.

Ïhe measurement of a 2 mm hole will be at best d¡fficult and there ¡s no tolerance given (it musl also be acknowledged that the majority of cover fabrics w¡ll not
form regular shaped holes when tested).

The majority of fabrics used in modem furn¡ture manufacture are made of man made fìbres and will split under test, but these fabrics are cunenily compliant to
the current regulations. So this would either preclude their use or enforce additional manufacturing costs to ach¡eve compliance by either of the two other opt¡ons
for no gain in product safety.

This test regime will lead to inconstancies in test results between test houses,.wlth manufactures and enlorcement bodies being unsure as lo whether compl¡ance
has beeri achieved.

the need to test 5 times will introduce a greater test burden upon manufactures w¡th flnanc¡al and time consequences.
compliance in the industry will try to be ach¡eved by an increased use of flame retardants.
The current test is more easily understood and produces more comparable results.



l5 Do you agree with thg proposed requirements for components close to the cover?

No

Comment box:
The current test is not well defined esp€cially when it comes to small items which are close to the cover i.e. hog rings, buttoning threads etc.
This will make it a diff¡cult route to compliance, in the orig¡nal consultat¡on their was án exclusion l¡st which would have made this an easier route to follo\,\r.
This rout€ to compliance would also increase the use of flame retardants as innef materials would have to be FR treated to obtain compliance.
Vvhilst \r€ accept that Fire Safety is of prime importance this will drive up cost to both the manufacturer and the consumer with increased test costs and raw
material costs.

I 6 Do you agree that there is no n€€d for the cigarette test for coverg that pass the rsv¡sod match test?

Yes

Comment box:

Generally this would be a positive move fonr¡ard although it should be noted that if fashions change and the industry moves to more natural fabrics there wnl be
an increased smouldering risk.

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

Non-protective cover + compliant components

Comment box:
As the draft r€gulations stands we u/ould be pushed down the Non protective cov6r and components test route for the follow¡ng reasons.
It is diff¡cult to find a consistently comp¡iant schedule 3 interliner.
Most modem fabdcs will not meet the requ¡rements to be able to be interlined.
Man made fabrics will split when lested with a match flame,
lf the protective cover defin¡tion were revised this would be the prefened route from both a cost point of view and a reduced use of flame retardants against an
increased use for the non protective cover method.

18 For business respondents ' whet do you expect the ¡mpact of the testing pro'posals to be on your use of flame retardants in covers?

lncrease

Comment box:

lncreased usage due to the need to follo/v the non protective cover route to compliance.

19 For business respondents ' What do you oxpect the impact of the t€st¡ng proposals to be on your overall use of flamo retardants?

lncrease

Comment box:

More flame retardants will be required for items within 4omm of the cover or to ensure that a cover fabric is protective.

Traceability and enforcement

20 Do you agros wíth the product recordftechnical file requirements for manufacturers and importerr?

Yes

Comment box;

2l Do you agree with the requ¡remsnts for the single permanent label, and the proposal to remove the requirement for additional display
labels?

Yes

Comment bor:

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

Comment box:

A symbol would be the easieót and most cons¡slent method to ¡ndicate the use of flame retardants.

Other questions

23 
.Do 

you agre€ that a 24 month transltion period is sufficient, and that the changes should be rev¡owed in five yearc?

Yes



Gomment box:

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

Gòmment box:
There are a number of differences between the proposals and the draft regulations lhal need to be resolved prior to introduction i.e. it is not clear whether or not
private rental properties are covered by these regulations.

some of the defin¡t¡ons are unclear for example the use of beds, bed bases and bases , the regulat¡ons state that beds and divans (includ¡ng thê basss and
headboards of both) that make ¡nterpretation difficult. From this def¡nition it is unclear whelher a headboard is included or excluded from the regulation. our
cunent understanding would b€ that if a headboard/fooi board was sold was sold with a bed as a unit it would be excluded but if sold as an ¡nd¡vidual unit it would
be induded.

our preference would be that headboards are treâted in the same way as mattresses ând divans given their lower f¡re risk.
It would also appear from the draft that mattresses would need to comply with 4omm from the cover @mponent test, this doesn,t make sense as mattresses are
excluded from these regulations, is.th¡s a drafting error?
These two areas alone requires clariflcation prior to introduction to prevent contusion and allow manufacturers to comply.
It is d¡sappointing to see that the test standard references have not beèn updated to the most up to dale vers¡ons of the standards, this requires test houses and
manufacturers to hold withdrawn copies of standards ànd leads to test reg¡me confusion.
The preferred option would have been to ¡nclude all test methods within the regulat¡ons ihemselves.
It would älso lrave be€n of benef¡t to update the referené to the test cigarette as the orig¡nal cigarette is now unavailable where as ¡t is possible to purchase a
NIST cigarette. This would mean that post publication users would ¡mmediately become non-compliant but not unsafe.
we also note that in the new regulation it is permitted to dry a water soaked fabr¡c (schedule2 ) by any means, whereas best practice dictates that line drying Ís
used.

We would also like to understand the rationale behind removal of the 72 hour conditioning period.
There are a number of ¡nconsistencies between the draft regulation and the consultation document as well as efrors in the cfraft regulation ¡tself these need to be
addressed.

lmpact Assessment

25 Do you agree with our estimate of traceability time in the lmpact Assessment - ie one-off input of 16 hours per firm and ongoing per
year time of 48 hours per flrm? lf not can you provide add¡tional evidence to support your answer?

No

Comment box:

This will be dependant upon the s¡ze of the business and the number of new products inkoduced per year. A better assessment woutd be by model i.e. 48 hours
per model and an ongoing time of 18 hours per model.

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

Amount gãved::

Not sure

Comment box:

27 How much do you estlmat€ you would savs p€r year from reduced use of flame retardants?

Amount saved::

Nothing

Comment box:

We would envisage that we would increase the amount of flame retardants used to comply with the revised regulations.

28 Are you aware of any further costs or bonsfits we have not identífied in the impact asseasmcnt? please support with any evidence you
have.

Yes

Comment box:
The increased number of match tests now required i.e. S ¡nstead of 2.

29 To what extent do you agree that, overall, these proposals represent a reasonable compromise - bearing in mind the information in this
consultation document, feedback on thê preyious (20r4) consultation, and other stakeholder input during the review?

Not sure

Comment box:

some positive compromises have been made but there dre still some areas which require clarity and we don't feel these changes will achieve the orig¡nal goats
i.e. reduction in the use of FR's without compromising on safety.


