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Executive Summary 

In 2009, to celebrate the 60th anniversary of its establishment, the Furniture Industry 

Research Association (FIRA) launched a Design & Innovation competition. As competition 

winners, Blum UK was awarded a £20,000 prize fund, enabling it to extend a worldwide 

project named Product Observation in the Market (PAM). PAM had previously involved the 

monitoring of a broad selection of kitchens, predominantly in Austria, however, with this 

additional support from FIRA, Blum were able to extend the study to monitor kitchen usage 

across the UK.  

The main aim of the project was to provide an insight into the real use of functional 

components within UK kitchens and to combine these data with the pool of existing PAM 

data collected to date.  

The study provided insights into the use of kitchens in the UK such as 

 Cabinets and drawers used for storing waste containers were the most frequently 

used. 

 Crockery drawers were the heaviest. 

 The most frequently used lift system (also known as flaps in the UK) was for cabinets 

containing crockery.  

The study also showed that, despite some evidence of kitchen use being higher than that 

specified in BS 6222-2:2009: Performance requirements and test methods for the strength 

and durability of various types of kitchen units, the general usage trends compare with those 

within this British Standard. 

Furthermore, whilst the study highlighted minor differences between kitchen use in the UK 

and Austria, there was no conclusive evidence to state that these differences were 

significant.  

This study represents an important insight into modern day kitchen use in the UK. However, 

sample numbers were comparatively small and, as such, any conclusions should take this 

limitation into consideration. 

 

Disclaimer 

The material contained in this report is intended for information purposes only. Neither the Furniture 

Industry Research Association, nor FIRA International Ltd, makes any representations or warranties 

to the completeness or accuracy of any of this information. Correspondingly, neither the Furniture 

Industry Research Association nor FIRA International Ltd will, in any event, be responsible for 

financial or other losses incurred resulting from the use of or reliance on information provided. 

Therefore, it should be recognised that before embarking on any action further professional advice 

should be sought and/or consultation taken with the relevant authorities.  
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1.0 Introduction  

1.1. Participating Organisations 

1.1.1. Furniture Industry Research Association 

The Furniture Industry Research Association (FIRA) was established over 60 years ago by 

the furniture industry for the industry. 

The Association is a not for profit organisation that represents the whole of the UK furniture 

industry. Its worldwide membership base comprises manufacturers, importers, retailers, 

specifiers and suppliers across all market sectors.  

 

1.1.2. BLUM 

 

Julius Blum GmbH is an international leader in the development and manufacture of 

advanced furniture fittings and internal cabinet systems. 

Originating in Austria, where there are 7 production facilities, it also manufactures in the USA 

and Brazil and has distribution and sales centres worldwide. 

The main product lines are drawer runners and integrated drawer box systems, hi-tech 

concealed hinges, lift systems for overhead wall cabinets and internal storage and dividing 

systems. 

Blum UK is a wholly owned subsidiary of Blum and its high-tech high bay warehouse in 

Milton Keynes is the UK’s largest furniture fittings distribution centre. 

1.2. Background to the Project 

In 2009, to celebrate the 60th anniversary of its establishment, FIRA launched a Design & 

Innovation competition. This was open to all members of FIRA looking to become more 

competitive through design and innovation. The aim of the competition was to enhance the 

overall competitiveness of the furniture sector.  

As competition winners, Blum UK was awarded a £20,000 prize fund, enabling it to extend a 

worldwide project named Product Observation in the Market (PAM). Julius Blum has been 

monitoring the use of Austrian kitchens in real domestic environments for the last 25 years 

(encompassing over 100 household kitchens) under the auspices of the PAM project. PAM 

aims to compile detailed data covering the installation, patterns of use and functional 

performance of kitchen furniture in typical households. PAM initially monitored a selection of 

kitchens, predominantly in Austria, however, with this additional support from FIRA, Blum 

were able to extend the study to monitor kitchen usage across the UK. 

In order to meet the aims of PAM, data concerning several criteria such as region and size of 

household are collected and analysed. The data also include information on: 
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 Loads applied to drawers and doors. 

 Cycles of cabinet doors, drawers and cabinet lift systems throughout a kitchen’s 

lifespan. 

 Changes in use over the years (e.g. moves towards full extension, changes in 

storage options). 

The period of data collection and analysis for each product group is 10 years on average 

with on-site inspections taking place every two to three years. This continuous examination 

allows the exact counting of use/movement of each individual element as well as enabling 

the determination of visual changes and signs of wear. These elements, combined with 

evidence of the misuse of products create the basis for improvement measures for existing 

and new products.  

 
The data gathered form an integral part of Blum’s own quality standards enabling it to predict 

what will happen to functional components through the entire life-time of a kitchen and to 

devise appropriate test regimes for these components.  

1.3. Project Aims & Objectives 

The main aim of the project was to provide an insight into the real use of functional 

components (e.g. drawers, doors and lift systems) within UK kitchens and to combine these 

data with the pool of existing PAM data collected to date.  

In line with this, the following objectives were also established: 

Objective 1: Assess how real-life kitchens are used, the strains they have to cope with and 

the impact this has on the design, manufacture and installation of kitchen furniture and 

fittings. 

Objective 2: Assess how kitchens within the UK are used in comparison to kitchen use in 

Austria.  

1.4. Methodology 

 FIRA and Blum located 20 individual households with a wide range of kitchen types in which 

monitoring was undertaken.  

Opening and closing cycles of drawers, cabinet doors and cabinet lift mechanisms (often 

referred to as flap mechanisms in the UK) were recorded using counters such as those 

portrayed in Figure 1.  

The counters and sensors were provided by Blum and the installation and monitoring was 

undertaken by FIRA International Ltd on behalf of FIRA.  
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Figure 1 – Examples of counters installed in each kitchen 

 

The project focused on drawers and cabinets with the following contents, thus mirroring 

PAM’s European studies. 

 Cutlery – main 

 Crockery – used daily  

 Glassware - used daily 

 Mugs and Cups – used daily 

 Pots and Pans 

 Waste container (if fitted) 

 Consumables such as tins, jars and packets 

 Utensils such as spatula, whisks etc. 

 Cling film/foils/bags 

 Pet Food 

Where relevant, drawers or cabinets with content other than that listed above were also 

assessed, if used frequently by the household. No counters were fitted to cabinets fronting 

appliances such as fridges or dishwashers.  

Apart from the data obtained from counters and sensors, the following information was also 

recorded: 

 General view of the kitchen 

 Length and height of doors and drawer fronts 

 Weights of the drawers and contents 

 Type of goods stored 

 Types of hinges and drawer runners 

Each household was revisited periodically and counter readings were recorded. The first 

revisit took place six months after installation and thereafter every 12 months on an ongoing 

basis. Periodical examination allowed the exact counting of use/movement of each individual 

element. Additionally, any visual changes and signs of exhaustion of products were 

assessed.  
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It was necessary to ensure that the set-up for the project was consistent between revisits. 

Therefore, to ensure that the same cabinets/drawers were revisited each time, labels were 

fitted, numbered and photographed as shown in Figure 2. 

     

Figure 2 – Examples of labelling and identification 

 

1.5. Limitations and Assumptions 

It is important to note that there were some inherent limitations due to the nature of the 

methodology and data collection.  

The UK project commenced in 2010¸when the first counters were fitted and readings taken. 

Following this, further readings were taken in 2011, 2012 and 2013. The final project data 

are the combination of all readings in the time period between 2010 and 2013. During this 

period, several of the original households that took part in the study relocated which 

necessitated the recruitment of new households.  

Additional data collection problems included the loss and interference/ re-setting of the 

counters by the householders concerned. 

These issues created problems, particularly in relation to data collection over matching time 

periods and the collation of large sample numbers for every end use situation. 

The numbers of cycles of operation for each end use situation were recorded over as long a 

time period as possible and the results were extrapolated to reflect 20 years use.  

 

Average use (mean) was also calculated based on the total extrapolated cycles divided by 

the number of observations of the sample (data sets represented by n), although where 

there were small sample numbers (data sets) the range of cycles tended to be wide. This 

was illustrated by using the standard error for the data and this was calculated by dividing 

the standard deviation of the sample distribution by the number of data sets (n).  
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2.0 Results of the UK study 

2.1. Background Data 

Households taking part in the study ranged from 2 to 5 people, with an average of 3.5 people 

per household. 6 of the 20 households that took part in the study had between 1 and 3 pets.  

 

The age of the kitchens studied ranged between 4 to 12 years with laminate or solid wood 

being the most widely used front material of construction.  Other information with regards to 

the kitchens is shown in Table 1.  

 

Table 1 – UK Study Kitchen Details 

Category  Front/ 
Door Width 
(mm)  

Front/ 
Door 
Height 
(mm)  

Front/ 
Door 
Thickness 
(mm)  

Front/ 
Door 
Length 
(mm)  

Hinge 
System  

Drawer 
Type  

(max load) 

Cabinets 
with 
hinges 

116 - 600 245 - 2200 18, 19, 20 Not 
applicable 

<1100 
<1200 
<1500 

Not 
applicable 

Drawers  274 -1000 95 - 950 8 - 20 375 - 915 Not  
applicable 

25 – 50 kg 

Cabinets 
with lift 
systems 

492 - 1000 293 - 713 18, 19, 20 Not 
applicable 

Not  
applicable 

Not 
applicable 

 

2.2. Cabinet Hinges 

The number of cycles of cabinet hinge use by content is shown in Table 2.  

 
Table 2 – Cabinet hinge use by content (20 years) 

Content  Data Set 
(n) 

Average 
(cycles) 

Maximum 
(cycles) 

Minimum 
(cycles) 

 Bottles  4 12,226 20,647 6,889 

 Crockery  2 24,710 42,428 6,991 

 Glassware  10 49,940 241,564 274 

 Waste 2 160,153 319,096 1,210 

 Food and provisions 24 24,736 87,761 1,028 

 Mugs and cups 6 71,303 233,821 18,724 

 Cling film and bags 4 39,382 63,792 18,031 
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Cabinets that contained medicine, pots & pans, towels, spices and utensils only had a single 

data set and the hinges were used in cycles less than 10,000. Data for these content 

categories are not shown in Table 3 but have been included in Figure 3.  

 

 
Figure 3 – Average cabinet hinge use by content (20 years) (bars represent standard 
error) 
 

The cabinet containing the waste container was the most commonly used part of the kitchen. 

It is important to note, however, that the average number of cycles of use for the cabinet 

housing the waste container has a high level of standard error and is only based on two data 

sets. Therefore the results should be understood in this context.  

2.3. Drawers 

Two sets of information were collected for drawers; number of cycles and content weight. 

The results for drawer use by content are shown in Table 3.  

 

Table 3 – Use of drawers by content (20 years) 
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Content Data Set 
(n) 

Average 
(cycles) 

Maximum 
(cycles) 

Minimum (cycles) 

Bottles  3 78,875 147,287 4,374 

Cookie Sheets 1 29,176 29,146 29,146 

Crockery  16 54,216 261,915 215 

Cutlery  13 90,427 355,870 1,648 

Glassware  3 14,437 24,712 3,686 
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Waste container drawers were the most commonly used (Figure 4). As with the average 

number of cycles of use for hinges on a cabinet containing a waste container, the standard 

error remains high and comprises only six data sets.  

 

Figure 4 – Average drawer use by content (20 years) (bars represent standard error) 
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Pet food 2 68,124 109,460 26,787 

Waste  6 224,164 640,580 10,474 

Silverware  2 12,351 14,797 9,904 

Towels  4 18,240 27,092 1,277 

Utensils  18 32,792 115,654 3,369 

Food and 
provisions 

18 41,462 222,208 1,086 

Pots and pans 17 21,780 198,317 309 

Cling film and bags 7 23,003 56,915 2,075 

Odds and ends 1 85,509 85,509 85,509 

Mugs and cups 4 27,020 47,872 7,107 

Spices 2 7,895 8,471 7,319 
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The weights of drawers and their contents are shown in Table 4. The maximum and 

minimum weights as well as arithmetic averages based on the number of data sets (n) are 

shown. There was no weight data for two of the drawers previously listed in Table 3; those 

containing cookie sheets and mugs and cups. 

 

Table 4 – Weight of drawers 

Category  Data Set (n) Average 

Weight (kg) 

Maximum 

Weight (kg) 

Minimum 

Weight (kg) 

Bottles  3 22 24 19 

Cling film and bags 7 13 30 8 

Crockery  15 34 53 10 

Cutlery  10 15 24 8 

Food and Provisions 20 22 39 5 

Glassware  3 20 30 10 

Odds and ends 1 11 11 11 

Pet food 2 15 21 8 

Pots and pans 18 23 37 5 

Waste  6 18 30 7 

Silverware  2 18 19 17 

Spices  2 13 14 11 

Towels  3 12 15 10 

Utensils 17 13 24 4 

 

The heaviest drawer content was for crockery (Figure 5).  
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Figure 5 – Average drawer weight by content (20 years) (bars represent standard 
error) 

2.4. Cabinets with lift systems 

Cycles for lift systems by content are shown in Table 5.  

 

Table 5 – Data for use of cabinets with lift systems (20 years) 

Content Data Set (n) Average Use 
(cycles) 

Maximum Use 
(cycles) 

Minimum Use 
(cycles) 

 Crockery  3 26,520 41,662 14,115 

 Glassware  6 21,253 36,307 11,087 

 Pet food 1 25,674 25,674 25,674 

 Mugs and cups 6 16,031 74,475 781 

 Food and  
provisions  

1 21,940 21,940 21,940 

 
The results for lift systems with regards to their use are as shown in Figure 6. 
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Figure 6 – Average use of cabinets with lift systems by content (20 years) (bars 
represent standard error) 
 

The most frequently used lift system was for cabinets containing crockery followed closely by 

pet food products. However, number of data sets for crockery and pet food were only 3 and 

1 respectively. This results in a high level of standard error and as such, the validity of 

results should be analysed in this context. 
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3.0 Discussion 

3.1 Comparison with PAM data  

One of the objectives of the project was to assess how kitchens within the UK are used in 

comparison to the Austrian households that took part in the PAM project (Austria). There are 

some differences in the way data were collected for these separate studies. UK data were 

collated from 2010 to 2013, whereas the latest comparable Austrian data was collated over 

25 years, culminating in 2011. The results of both studies were extrapolated to reflect 20 

years use.  

 

The 20 households that took part in the UK study ranged from 2 to 5 people. The age of the 

kitchens studied ranged between 4 to 12 years. For the PAM study, the total number of 

households studied was 48. These ranged from single person households to those of up to 6 

people. The kitchens in PAM had a larger variation in age, ranging from brand new to over 

15 years.  

Despite these differences, the UK and PAM data showed similar trends in the way drawers 

were used as illustrated in Figure 7. The drawer containing a waste container was the most 

frequently used in both studies, followed by those for cutlery, food and provisions, utensils 

and cling film/bags.  

 

 
 
Figure 7 – Comparison of UK and PAM data for average drawer use (20 years) 
 
 
In terms of the weight of items kept in drawers, the data showed that UK households keep 

heavier items such as crockery in drawers as opposed to bottles being the heaviest item in 

Austria. However, the remainder of the trends for weight of items kept in drawers was similar 

between the two countries as shown in Figure 8. 
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Figure 8 – Comparison of UK and PAM data for average weight of drawers (20 years) 
 
The trends of kitchen use with respect to hinge cycles exhibited differences between UK and 

Austrian households. Figure 9 shows that the cabinet containing a waste container was used 

most frequently in both countries. However, the number of cycles was much higher in 

Austria. One explanation could be that UK households also have stand alone bins, or take 

waste directly to the outside bins. It is difficult, however, to draw conclusions as this 

supposition isn’t supported by the drawer data which shows UK and Austrian waste use to 

be similar. Also, the number of UK data sets was relatively small and any apparent 

differences of average use could be more likely to be as a result of standard error than any 

massive differences between the behaviours of the households in Austria and the UK.   

 

Figure 9 – Comparison of UK and PAM data for average use of cabinets with hinges 
(20 years) 
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The number of items kept in cabinets with lift systems were smaller than those kept in 

drawers and cupboards. There are, however, differences in use between the two countries 

as shown in Figure 10, the most obvious being that Austrians use their lift system operated 

cabinets almost twice as often as the UK households. This might be attributed to the fact that 

lift systems are more common in Europe than then UK where they have only recently started 

being used for anything other than over appliance units. Once again, this conclusion should 

be treated with caution, as UK sample numbers were small and standard errors 

comparatively large. Even accounting for these standard errors, however, usage in Austria 

appeared to be greater than in the UK.  

 

 
 
Figure 10 – Comparison of UK and PAM data for average use of cabinets with lift 
systems (20 years) 
 

3.2 Analysis of UK Kitchen Use 

One objective of the study was to assess how real-life kitchens are used, the strains they 

have to cope with and the impact this has on the design, manufacture and installation of 

furniture fittings. In this respect, the data in Section 2 provide useful insights such as: 

 Cabinets and drawers used for waste containers are most frequently used. 

 The drawer used for keeping crockery items is the heaviest. 

 The most frequently used lift system is for crockery items.  

It is useful to look at these criteria in relation to performance levels defined within the British 

Standard for the performance of cabinet materials, door frontals and worktops (BS 6222-

2:2009: Performance requirements and test methods for the strength and durability of 

various types of kitchen). 
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This standard specifies test methods and performance levels for kitchen furniture (excluding 

those for professional use such as restaurants and cafes). It specifies two levels of use; 

Level G for general use and Level H for heavy use (e.g. social housing).  

Whilst the standard defines cycles of use required to pass a specific test, it makes no 

attempt to correlate the number of cycles with a defined service life. However, personal 

communication with members of the standard committee suggests that these test limits 

would equate to a 5 - 7 year service life. 

The results within this study have been extrapolated to represent a 20 year service life (to 

enable comparability with the original Austrian PAM study). 

To enable an illustration of comparisons between test data and BS 6222-2, Table 6 has 

been devised illustrating the estimated cycles over the longer time period of 20 years (by 

extrapolation). 

Table 6 – Estimated cycles of kitchen use extrapolated from performance 
requirements within BS 6222-2 

Category Level G 

(cycles) 

Level H 

(cycles) 

 
BS 6222-2 Extrapolated 

estimates to 20 
years 

BS 6222-2  Extrapolated 
estimates to 20 
years 

Drawers     

Pan drawer 20,000 57,143 – 80,000 25,000 71,429 – 100,000 

General drawer 40,000 114,286 – 160,000 50,000 142,857 – 200,000 

Cutlery drawer 80,000 228,571 – 320,000  100,000 285,714 – 400,000 

Cabinets with 
hinges 

30,000 85,714 – 120,00 60,000 171,429- 240,000 

Cabinets with 
lift systems 

20,000 57,143 – 80,000 40,000 114,286 – 160,000 

 

Examining this in more detail, usage and load data for the heaviest and most frequently used 

hinged cabinets, lift system cabinets and drawers (described earlier in this section) can be 

compared with estimated cycles of use within BS 6222-2 based on a 20 year life cycle 

(Table 7). 
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Table 7 – Comparison of project data and BS 6222-2, both extrapolated to 20 years  

 Project Data BS 6222-2 

Category Most 
Used/ 
Heaviest 

Data 
Set 
(n) 

Average Maximum Minimum Level G 

(General) 

Level H 

(Heavy) 

Drawer 
Cycles  

Waste  6 224,164 

 

640,580 

 

10,474 

 

114,286 -
160,000 

 

142,847 – 
200,000 

 

Drawer 
Weight  

Crockery  17 35 kg  53 kg  10 kg  30 kg  50 kg  

Hinge 
Cycles  

Waste  2 160,153  319,096    1,210  85,714 – 
120,000  

171,429 – 
240,000 

Lift 
System 
Cycles  

Crockery  3 26,520  41,662  14,115  57,143 – 
80,000 

114,286 – 
160,000  

 

Estimates based on BS 6222-2 indicate a range of 114,286 – 160,000 cycles over a 20 year 

period for a general domestic use drawer.  Whilst the majority of the drawers used in this 

study were within this range, the average use of the drawer containing a waste container 

was 224,164 cycles. However, it is important to note that the sample numbers within the 

survey were comparatively small and the difference between the minimum and maximum 

usage was massive (630,000 cycles). Personal communication with Blum also suggests that 

this average is higher than typical use for a waste container and is likely to be resulting from 

inaccuracies in data rather than a true representation of drawer use.  

The other significant data for kitchen drawers were in regards to weight. The results showed 

that some drawers held in excess of 50kg of crockery. However, the average value for the 

heaviest crockery drawer was 35kg which is just higher than the BS 6222-2 test load for 

general use (30Kg) and lower than the 50 kg test load for heavy use. The number of 

samples within this data set was larger than for others (17) and the standard error was small. 

As such, the average drawer loads within the study are considered to be an accurate 

reflection of general use. However, it is important to recognise that these loads were for the 

heaviest drawers assessed and that other drawer loads averaged considerably less (12 to 

23 Kg). 

 

Hinge counters on cabinets containing waste receptacles in the UK measured an average of 

approximately 160,000 cycles over 20 years, which exceeds the extrapolated estimates 

within 6222-2 for general use (slightly lower than the extrapolated value for heavy use). 

However, again this result is based on only 2 data sets, which presents wide margin for 

error. Of greater significance, all other average hinge cycles were below 50,000 which are 
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significantly lower than the extrapolated values from 6222-2 for levels G and H at 85,714 – 

120,000 and 171,429 – 240,000 cycles respectively. 

Finally the results of the study indicate that the most used cupboard employing a lift system 

is used 26,520 times on average in 20 years. This is again considerably lower than the 

extrapolated use cycles from BS6222-2, which are 57,143 – 80,000 and 114,286 – 160,000 

respectively. As with other data, the number of data sets were low, thus it is difficult to be 

conclusive. However, a total of 17 cabinets with lift systems were assessed and all recorded 

cycles were well below the above extrapolations.  

 

  



20 
 

 

 
 

© FIRA International Ltd 2014         www.fira.co.uk 
 

4.0 Conclusions 
 

The aim of the FIRA & Blum Anniversary Award project was to provide an insight into the 

real use of functional components (e.g. drawers, doors and lift systems) within UK kitchens 

and to combine this data with the pool of existing PAM (Austrian) data collected to date.  

In line with this, the following objectives were also set to achieve the aims of the project: 

Objective 1 Assess how real-life kitchens are used, the strains they have to cope with 

and the impact this has on the design, manufacture and installation of furniture 

fittings 

The data within the study provides a wide insight into the frequency of use, contents and 

weights of kitchen units within the UK. Despite this being a trial study, with a limited budget 

and a comparatively small number of households, it highlighted some useful trends, the most 

interesting of which included: 

 Cabinets and drawers used for storing waste are most frequently used of all units. 

This was reflected both in the UK and Austria. 

 The drawer used for keeping crockery items is the heaviest, and can be significantly 

heavier than previously predicted, which might prompt specialist designs for such 

units  

 The most frequently used lift system is for crockery items.  

This highlights new trends in kitchen design such as the fact that it is more common to have 

a waste container in a cupboard rather than a separate bin in the corner of the room. This 

might be attributed to the fact that a greater number of households recycle their waste and 

hence need more space. However, it is also important to remember that the study is based 

on only 20 households which, in circumstances where sample numbers are inevitably small, 

constrains the ability to drawer definitive conclusions  

Another important finding is that, despite there being some limited evidence data of kitchen 

use over 20 years being higher than might be accounted for within the British test and 

performance standard, the general trend is that the results are within the ranges depicted in 

the standard. It is also important to note that the project data were based on comparatively 

low sample numbers and, where standard errors were comparatively large, usage estimates 

were likely to be less accurate representations of true kitchen use. 

Objective 2 Assess how kitchens within the UK are used in comparison to kitchen use 

in Austria 

The study has highlighted some differences between kitchen use in the UK and Austria and 

in general, drawers, cupboards and lift systems in Austria seem to be more frequently used. 

However, some differences between the data could be attributed to differing methodologies 

between the UK and the Austrian studies as discussed in Section 3.1. As such there is no 

conclusive evidence to state that there are significant differences in kitchen use between the 

two countries. 


