	[image: image1.jpg]NFRC

MEMBER




NFRC 100 Architectural Sizes

	

	Technical Committee -  
	U-Factor SC


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

	Architectural Testing, Inc. / M.Thoman
	NEG
	General
	1) I do not believe that it is necessary to complicate the system with additional sizes.  The current system was simplified from 2 sizes to 1 in order to simplify the system.  If we choose to go back to 2 sizes, then the existing sizes, which would be intended to represent residential applications, would need to be reevaluated as well.  They are a compromise between the old residential and non-residential sizes and are larger in many cases than "standard" sizes used in residential application.
	

	Architectural Testing, Inc. / M. Thoman
	NEG
	4.4
	 2) If the changes to section 4.4 are accepted, the change to 4.1.1 is not needed and would restrict the use of 4.6.1 by requiring the test unit to be a standard size.  The tested unit does not need to be "at the base model size".
	 

	BBRS / G. Stone
	NEG
	General
	Creating two model sizes in CMA is inconsistent with using one model size for NFRC ratings of other products and will cause unnecessary confusion and the potential for incorrect rating comparisons.
	 

	 Carli,  Inc. / C. Curcija
	NEG
	General
	I do not believe that we should go back to two model sizes, as we had at one time in the past.  Base model sizes were developed as a compromise between residential and non-residential sizes and they are used to compare product A to product B.  As long as everybody sticks to the same base size, the comparison is fair.  Also, the new non-residential certification, currently being developed provides for actual size performance for use in energy simulation, which eliminates the need to change base model sizes.
	 

	JELD-WEN / S. Strawn
	NEG
	General
	Only one size for simulation and validation should be used
	 

	Pella Corporation / J. Hayden
	NEG
	General
	Pella is opposed to adding a second model size. This will only serve to add complexity to the program, and added complexity inevitably leads to increased cost. The argument that the current sizes are not representative of "real world" product is not valid because manufacturers produce product of virtually limitless sizes. Adding a second model size will not alleviate this.
	 


While it is a good idea to have larger architectural size for rating commercial/architectural products as it is more representative of actual products; 

. I feel it would cause too much confusion in the market place having three thermal performance numbers 1) at base size, 2) at architectural size, and 3) at actual product size. 

. In addition, rating sizes have to be more uniform for different product type. For example rating sizes (area) of a slider and hung windows should be same to allow relative rating. This needs more technical work.

	. I would like NFRC to move towards allowing non-residential products to be rated & certified at their actual size and configuration as required in a project.
	 

	 WESTLab / J. Baker
	NEG
	General
	We have done this in the past and regretted the two size model.
	 


