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NFRC INTERIOR ATTACHMENT PRODUCTS
ENERGY PERFORMANCE RATINGS

XYZ Brand 34" Pleat Size Opaque Fabric
CELLULAR SHADE

These ratings uses reference product energy performance — actual product performance may vary.

’ Reference Window Only Window + Attachment |
Glazing Type

U-Factor| SHGC VT U-Factor | SHGC VT
Single Glazing 1.07 | 0.87 | 0.77 | 0.29 | 0.22 | 0.00

Low-e Double Glazing
Low Solar Heat Gain

0.29

0.64

0.15

0.15

0.00

Ratings are intended for comparison of like products and are not to be used for code compliance.

Manufacturer stipulates that these ratings conform to NFRC procedures for determining whole product performance. NFRC ratings are determined
for a fixed set of environments| conditions and a specific product size. NFRC does not recommend any product and does not warrant the suitability
of any product for any specific use. Consult manufacturer’s literature for other product performance. Visit www.nfrc.org for further details.

For maximum energy efficiency, product must be fully recessed inside the window casement.

Ratings are with the product in the fully lowered and fully closed position.




Attachment Labeling
(click here to access the original proposed ballot)
NFRC Ballot Comments - Spring 2010
Ratings Committee, Attachments Subcommittee- Attachment Labeling Task Group


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

	Alliance To Save Energy; 
NP
	NEG
	Various
	My only reason for disapproval is that this is just a draft and therefore cannot be approved yet. A couple of minor comments are attached.
ASE Comment

	American Architectural Manufacturers Association;
KB
	NEG
	General
	The label is very misleading and sample values are misleading.  Shape is not as previously proposed.  Label seems to compare attachment to whole product which is inconsistent with the vision

	AMSCO Windows; JJ
	NEG
	General
	The Ratings and Label are misleading and looks like it compares the values to whole products.

	Glen Raven, Inc.; 

JG
	NEG
	General
	Comments provided in emailed document. Also, reference windows are yet to be finalized. Ballot was apparently just a feedback request.

Glen Raven Comments

	Jeld-Wen, Inc.; 

SS
	NEG
	General
	Not comparing attachment products to whole products, need to provide more realistic values in each of the boxes as an example label.  Does not follow the approved attachment label shape and color.  Adding an additional shape would be confusing to the marketplace.

	MechoShade Systems, Inc.; 

JB, SH
	NEG
	General
	Awaiting feedback from the focus group study.



	Pella Corporation;

JH
	NEG
	General
	I realize the values shown on this sample label are for illustration only, but these values are so far from being realistic that they would be misleading to the typical consumer. These values need to be revised.

Also, the label needs to be oval shaped as was decided some time ago for all attachment products.

	Professional Awning Manufacturers Association (PAMA);

MS
	NEG
	General
	Ballot appears to be for generating comments. I agree with comment 1 about labels and code compliance.

	WESTLab;

JB
	NEG
	General
	The example data on the label does not look to be realistic and needs to be reviewed.  I am not sure how this label would help me as a consumer to select an attachment system.

	Associated Laboratories, Inc.;

BS
	APC
	General
	Proposed ballot to 100A Section 4.3.2 tests attachment as fully open and fully closed. How would tested values fit into this label format?

	ODL, Inc.;

DD
	APC
	General
	Reference windows on the label should have majority usage in the marketplace

	RavenBrick;
CW
	APC
	General
	The ratings on the label only allow for “no attachment” and “attachment fully closed”.  For many attachment types, including Venetian blinds and thermochromic films, the “attachment present but fully open” numbers are a third distinct state that should be reported on the label.

	Sunergy Consulting;

Wd
	APC
	General
	1.) Excellent label.  
2.) Please consider adding one or two additional Reference Window values to the label.
3.) Can you really have a Visible Transmittance equal to zero?


NFRC Attachment Label Ballot Spring 2010
Comments by Nils Petermann, Alliance to Save Energy 

A. Correction in the sentence under “Cellular Shade”:

These ratings use reference product energy performance

B. It would be helpful to give the “window + attachment” ratings somewhat higher prominence than the “reference window only” ratings. For example, by not using bold font for the “reference window only” ratings. 

C. I’d suggest inserting “Reference” in front of “Glazing Type”.


NFRC Attachment Label Ballot Spring 2010

Comments by John Gant, Glen Raven
Make comments here:

1. It is not the job of NFRC to instruct that this label and information cannot be used for Code Compliance.  Furthermore, it is a disservice to the Consumer to try to limit this, as default values are currently in use for Attachment products in state building codes which are much less accurate than what this label would have.

Delete the phrase “and are not to be used for code compliance”.

2. The shape of the label is acceptable, but it seems to be an unnecessary variation, when the oval shape should be acceptable for all Attachment products.
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