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Improved CMA Algorithm RFP Ballot Summary
(click here to access the original proposed ballot)
NFRC Ballot Comments - Spring 2010
Research Subcommittee

	Company Name, Rep Initials
	AC/NEG
	Section and/ or Page #
	Comment/Alternate Language
	Resolution

	Associated Labs
	NEG
	general
	I do not approve additional funding to be expended for this purpose, as I believe this limitation of ability was known when the original CMAST bid was granted: this proposal is for work to complete limitations of the delivered finished product, and should be required under that original contract.  
	

	Westlab
	NEG
	general
	First, NFRC was told that CMA was accurate, now we are being told it is not as accurate as we were told and further research is required.  I cannot support any further funding of the CMA/CMAST until we can determine that CMAST is being used.
	

	Andersen
	NEG
	general
	If current algorithms are not accurate, should the CMA program even be used?  If the accuracy is good enough to use, but still needs refining, it seems like a lot of money could be spent for potentially small improvements in accuracy.  Suggest inclusion of a target for a more significant defined improvement in accuracy be tied to the proposal.
	

	Jeld-Wen
	NEG
	general
	While review may be necessary, the economic conditions suggest this is not the best time to review and change.
	

	Sunergy
	AC
	general
	"1.) In objectives section, last sentence, change phrase, “highly performing products” to either “energy-efficient products,” “high-performance products,” or “windows with low thermal transmittance and/or Solar Heat Gain Coefficients.”
2.) The Deliverable section title should identify that it contains the time line.   Best to break it apart and explain in more detail.
3.) There is no Partial Payment schedule.
4.) Fix the formatting of the Sole Source and References titles."
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