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Technical Committee, U-factor Subcommittee

	Company Name, Rep Initials

	WESTLab, JB

	AC/NEG

	NEG

	Section and/ or Page #

	Section 5.1.2

	Comment/Alternate Language


This ballot contains certification language that does not belong in the technical document.
	


	Motion 1st
	Motion 2nd
	Result
	Vote

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	Motion Language………….

	

	


	Company Name, Rep Initials

	Alliance to Save Energy, NP

	AC/NEG

	NEG

	Section and/ or Page #

	Section 5.1.2

	Comment/Alternate Language

	If I understand the proposed change to option 2 correctly, this option can be used if the product line's frame conductivity is lower than the default frame conductivity. Wouldn't this lead to U-factor ratings that are lower than if Option 1 was used? I'd assume that ratings obtained via Option 2 should be similar or more conservative than via Option 1.


	Motion 1st
	Motion 2nd
	Result
	Vote

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	Motion Language………….

	

	


	Company Name, Rep Initials

	Birch Point Consulting, TC

	AC/NEG

	NEG

	Section and/ or Page #

	Section 5.1.2

	Comment/Alternate Language

	Shouldn't it be "similar material conductivity or LOWER" instead of HIGHER, to be conservative?


	Motion 1st
	Motion 2nd
	Result
	Vote

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	Motion Language………….

	

	


	Company Name, Rep Initials

	AAMA, KB

	AC/NEG

	NEG

	Section and/ or Page #

	Section 5.1.2

	Comment/Alternate Language

	5.1.2 - "similar material conductivity" is not a prescriptive requirement.  Suggest using "equal to or higher" rather than "similar".


	Motion 1st
	Motion 2nd
	Result
	Vote

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	Motion Language………….

	

	


	Company Name, Rep Initials

	JELD-WEN, SS

	AC/NEG

	NEG

	Section and/ or Page #

	Section 5.1.2

	Comment/Alternate Language

	5.1.2 Variations from Standard Product Lines.

This section presents additional product line details specific to windows,  sliding glass doors, and side hinged doors.
Sash kits, sliding door panels and side hinged door slabs for any product type shall be rated using the following  option:
Simulate and test (if required) in a default frame (see Figure 5 7) of similar material and design as the proposed installation.
Option 2 is a ratings option and should not be included in this document.


	Motion 1st
	Motion 2nd
	Result
	Vote

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	Motion Language………….

	

	


	Company Name, Rep Initials

	Kolbe & Kolbe Millwork, SS

	AC/NEG

	NEG

	Section and/ or Page #

	Section 5.1.2

	Comment/Alternate Language

	Option 2 - How is this feasible??  The intent of this statement needs to be justified.  The manufacturer is supposed to obtain cross sectional drawings for every frame on every jobsite for every sash kit ordered?  This is neither economical nor possible.


	Motion 1st
	Motion 2nd
	Result
	Vote

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	Motion Language………….

	

	


	Company Name, Rep Initials

	Pella Corporation, JH

	AC/NEG

	NEG

	Section and/ or Page #

	Section 5.1.2

	Comment/Alternate Language

	The word "similar" is not appropriate and should be changed to "equal". See below for recommended revisions.
5.1.2 Variations from Standard Product Lines XE "Product line" 
This section presents additional product line details specific to windows and sliding XE "sliding"  glass doors XE "doors" .

Sash kit XE "Sash kit" s for any product type shall be rated using one of two options:

Option 1: Simulate and test (if required) in a default frame XE "frame"  (see Figure 5‑7) of similar material and design as the proposed installation.

Option 2: Sash kits that are identical in material and design as a manufacturer’s rated product line may use the same ratings provided an NFRC-accredited simulation laboratory XE "simulation laboratory" \b  states that the frame XE "frame"  that the sash will be installed into is of equal or higher material conductivity than the manufacturer's product line.  Cross-sectional drawings of the installed framing shall be included in the simulation laboratory's letter.


	Motion 1st
	Motion 2nd
	Result
	Vote

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	Motion Language………….
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