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NFRC Ballot Comments through July 11, 2008
Technical Committee – Attachment Subcommittee
	Company Name, Rep Initials
	AC/NEG
	Section and/or Page #
	Comment/Alternate Language
	Resolution

	AIMCAL, LW
	NEG
	General Comment
	I do not approve using a new and completely different reference window frame than is used for other attachments. If we are going with a whole window rating, why do we need a “ranking” system?
	

	Andersen Corp, SJ
	NEG
	General Comment
	Default window is a fixed wood window; we should consider operable windows as a more likely worst case.  Also, default frame is wood- should consider single pane aluminum as another likely default window.
	

	BBRS, GS
	NEG
	Table 5-4
	Refer to Ballot
NFRC 100 and 200 should use the same table of values for consistency.   See my attached public comment and recommended revision
	

	Cardinal, JL
	NEG
	General Comment
	 I applaud the task group’s decision to follow the precedent established by every other NFRC rating – whole product values.  However, the ballot is technically flawed when compared to the logic used for applied films as an attachment rating.  Table 5.3of NFRC 200 shows fixed windows for a reason – these products have the smallest frame cross section area and represent the worst case for window solar heat gain control.
Storm windows should use operable sizes for U-Factor ratings. To keep the rating presentation simple I suggest replacing the reference product in figure 5-14 with an aluminum frame.  The frame widths shown are reasonable if this is an operable aluminum product.  A wood frame could be added as a second default but the more typical frame area but be on the order of 25-30% of the unit size.  Sent the procedure back to task group to correct and re-ballot these deficiencies.
I suggest that the thermal performance class isn’t necessary, but if the task group wants to pursue this shouldn’t this be in the rating procedure, not the technical document?
	 

	Cardinal, JL
	NEG
	General Comment
	 There are no SI units shown for the U-Factors in the performance class.
	 

	Cardinal, JL
	NEG
	FIG 5-14
	 Figure 5-14 doesn’t show correct precision.  25.4 mm and 1in. imply different tolerances.
	 

	 Hunter Douglas, MC
	NEG
	General Comment
	The Interior Attachments task Group has not yet reached the point in our process where a letter grade system may be considered as our way to speak to consumers on our label.  We would prefer to NOT be tied to this approach at this time.  If approval would set such a precedent, this is a concern.
	 

	 Pella, JH
	NEG
	5.7.4
	1) Since the proposal is to use a whole product approach, validation testing is necessary to ensure that the manufacturer has provided the simulator with the correct information. As currently drafted, it is not clear as to whether validation testing is or isn’t required. See proposed edits to 5.7.4 to address this.

5.7.4 
Variations from Standard Simulation and Test Conditions 

The total product U-factor shall be determined with the attachment product used in combination with the reference fenestration product shown in Figure 5-14.  The total product U-factor shall be determined and validated in accordance with Section 4.1.
	 

	 Pella, JH
	NEG
	5.7.4
	2) The last sentence of 5.7.4 states that “the location shall be documented”. This potentially offers more variation than should be allowed. To provide consistency the location of the storm window relative to the reference window should be limited to four options: 1) interior, frame-mounted; 2) interior, sash-mounted; 3) exterior, frame-mounted; 4) exterior, sash-mounted. See proposed edits to 5.7.4 to address this.

The attachment product shall be mounted to the reference fenestration product in the manner consistent with the intended use of the product. The manufacturer shall select one or more of the following four mounting locations. See Figure 5-14.  The selected location(s) shall be documented.
A. Interior, mounted flush to the frame.

B. Interior, mounted flush to the sash.

C. Exterior, mounted flush to the frame.

D. Exterior, mounted flush to the sash.
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	 Pella, JH
	NEG
	5.7.5
	3) It’s probably just an oversight, but the wording of 5.7.5 is not consistent with the heading of the LH column in Table 5-4. See proposed edits to 5.7.5 to address this.
5.7.5  Total Product Rating
The attachment product shall then be assigned a Thermal Performance Class from Table 5-4 based on the total product U-Factor determined for the reference fenestration product with the attachment product mounted.
	 

	Sunergy, WdP
	NEG
	 
	Only report the total product U-Factor determined for the reference fenestration product with and without the attachment product.  Omit any references to Thermal Performance Classes

5.7.5  Total Product Rating

The total product U-Factor determined for the reference fenestration product with and without the attachment product mounted shall be reported.

Delete TABLE 5-4
	 

	Sunergy, WdP
	NEG
	General Comment
	Consider adding another reference product, such as a double glazed specimen.  This would give a larger range of “base case” energy performance characteristics to help the consumer make a better educated decision
	 

	Torrington
	NEG
	General Comment
	Going to be too confusing to consumers.  Either come up with a formula that incorporates the storm window with the window being sold or leave it alone.  One can put a storm window on an old window and will not get the maximum affect.  Changing old single strength glass windows with insulating Low E argon units is the best way to achive superior energy value.  Not putting a storm window on a unit that was manufactured in the 1940’s
	 

	WESTLab, JB
	NEG
	5.7.2

5.7.3
	Why are sections 5.7.2 and 5.7.3 blank?
	

	Birch Point Consulting, TC
	AC
	5.7.2; 
5.7.3;
5.7.5
	I approve of the ballot, but there is an inadvertent editorial error, which occurred when changes were made to the ballot just before the deadline, to be consistent with task group direction on how the values should be reported in Table 5-4.  When the table was changed, some minor corresponding wording changes in the text section were missed.  This has been corrected this here.  
5.7.2
Variations from Standard Product Lines


(none)
5.7.3
Variations from Standard Individual Products


(none)
5.7.5  Total Product Rating

The attachment product shall then be assigned a Thermal Performance Class from Table 5-4 based on the total product U-Factor determined for the reference fenestration product with the attachment product mounted.
	

	CARLI, CC
	AC
	General Comment
	I do not necessarily have problem with letter type of rating (although I do believe that this will increase confusion in the marketplace, where consumers are used to numerical rating based on performance).

However, I do have a problem with one attachment product (Films) having numerical rating and the other type attachment product having letter rating.  
	 

	CARLI, CC
	AC
	General Comment
	 Also, I would recommend that we develop uniform rating for all attachments.
	 

	 CSBR, KH
	AC
	General Comment
	The A-G system is confusing. Would like to see the same methodology as used with films (whole product). This may affect the way all attachments are addressed in the future.
	 

	 IGMA
	AC
	5.7.2

5.7.3
	For the purposes of clarification, add “section not applicable” to Section 5.7.2 and 5.7.3.
	 

	Pilkington, DD
	AC
	5.7.5
	Editorial changes within section 5.7.5 as per Thomas Culp comments
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 


Legend:


AC – Approve with Comment


NEG –Negative response with Comments
































