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SUMMARY OF MEETING: Mr. Dean indicated that they very much hoped that a 
regulation on upholstered furniture would be issued by the CPSC in the not too 
distant future, noting that this issue had been before the Commission for quite a 
long time. Ms. Suhr noted that some of the delay was due to actions by 
Congress. 



Ms. Weller noted that progress had been made during that time and that moving 
away from trying to stop a fire from igniting, to delaying the time it took the fire to 
grow and focusing less on fabric as the first line of defense and more on the 
foam and other fillings were positive steps in achieving a workable standard. Ms. 
Suhr agreed but indicated that they didn't want to lose the fabric test component. 
Ms. Weller indicated that her office would be looking for proof, through test 
results, that no fabric test was needed for the small open flame part of the 
standard. 

Ms. Weller asked if the alternate proposal that NASFM had in its letter to Dale Ray 
of February 27,2006, on fibrous filling materials indicated not only dissatisfaction 
with the industry proposal on this point, but also with the CPSC staff proposal. 
Ms. Suhr stated yes, that they did not think the CPSC proposal was stringent 
enough. 

The discussion turned to the lower density foams and whether they could meet 
the FR requirements of a proposed standard. Mr. Buzcek stated that at a recent 
Polyurethane Foam Association meeting the members indicated they thought 
they could meet TBI 17+ even for the one inch density foam but that it might take 
a bit more work for them to get there. 

Mr. Buczek and Mr. Batson both indicated that they thought the addition of the 
piece of fabric to the foam test resulted in too much variability and that the foam 
should be tested bare, without the standard test fabric. 

Mr. Batson noted that they hoped whatever was adopted was relatively simple for 
the manufacturers to comply with. He said he understood that staff was trying to 
give manufacturers more flexibility with all of the options but he feared that 
having multiple options could raise litigation exposure i f  a manufacturer picked 
an option that required less testing of tlie various corrlponents than another 
option. He suggested that perhaps we should eliminate the option that allowed 
testing of the end product materials. 

Ms. Weller indicated that her office was very interested in the results of large 
scale testing to validate any proposal that was made and Mr. Dean expressed his 
agreement with that. 

Mr. Dean mentioned the work in California on the revision of TB 117. Ms. Weller , 

noted that it appeared that California had stopped working on it and that the 
Bureau of Home Furnishings web site, made no reference to the revision. Mr. 
Buczek said he had spoken to someone there recently and they indicated 
California was waiting for the CPSC to take action. 

Ms. Weller stated that once the Cowlmission had voted on a proposal, that that 
would focus the discussion and tlie process might move more quickly. She 
thanked Mr. Dean for taking the time to come discuss this issue. 


