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Tiger eye protection:

e The HSE decision was that the product could not
be used for protection against COVID-19.
The testing results from BSI sent to MC were
viewed.
Committee members from HSE, OPSS and IPC
confirmed from the photographic evidence that the
goggles were not tight fitting or large enough to
sufficiently cover the eyes and therefore could not
sufficiently protect from the splash risk of being
used in a COVID-19 situation. This is because they
are not large enough to cover rectangle ABCD (as
per BSI report)
Decision: All members of the committee agreed
that the product will not give adequate protection to
be used in a COVID situation and that this should
be communicated to providers. The group also
concluded that they were not considered as an
alternative under scarcity situation.
Action: MC to feed the decision on Tiger eye

MCprotection back to Emily's team to ensure
communication out to providers.
The group did not consider a recall of the product
was necessary.
Action: DC was concerned that there were other
products like the Tiger eye protection goggles that
were being purchased and would bring these, DC
along with photos to a later DMC meeting.

Nissan gowns

® IPC confirmed that aprons are primarily worn for
infection prevention and control purposes as initial
protection of uniform from splashes or spillages
and are not normally used for anything else.
IPC referred to the IPC guidance (section 2) which
talks about standard IPC procedures, as well as
transmission-based precautions.
There is a blanket classification of all PPE being
used in a COVID-19 situation being classed as
category 3. However, aprons would be worn as
part of cea "PPE ensemble" meaning they could be
classed as category 2 and should be tested in the
normal way that they usually are (whether for
COVID-19 or not).
Nissan appear to be under the impression that they
were making gowns which would be classified as
category 3 PPE and not aprons.
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