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NFRC 302-Verification for Optical Spectral Data
(click here to access the original proposed ballot)
NFRC Ballot Comments - Spring 2010
Optical Properties Subcommittee

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

	Roetzel and Andress/Thom Zaremba
	NEG
	General comment
	This is a complete re-write with no explanation of any reason, necessity or justification. Why Initial testing plus retesting in 4 years? Currently the manufacturer submits its own measurements for a product. The product is then reviewed by numerous individuals, including testing labs, for accuracy. Most major manufacturers participate in this review and are more qualified than most to detect an abnormality in spectral data. In the proposed re-write, samples must be sent to the lab; the lab measures them; and then the samples are returned to the submitter. Deterioration of sputter coatings will very likely occur during this process and very likely adversely affect product performance. The idea of adding .01 to the emissivity of a product over and above what the testing lab measures based on whether a manufacturer can show a level of process control which is acceptable to the NFRC makes no sense. Where is there even a definition of the “level of process control “ that will be required? The  deviation of +/- .005 for emittance data is also too strict. The proposal allows any interested party to challenge spectral data. A deviation of more than .005 will be considered a valid challenge. The current deviation is +/- .020 meaning this rewrite proposes a specification that is 400% more critical than the existing procedure.  On what basis?  Has the level of accuracy increased by 400%?
	

	Sage/Charles Hayes
	NEG
	Sections 3.3, 3.1, 3.4, 3.8
	Section 3.3  I am not aware of any approved labs that have the capability to test EC dynamic glazing in a monolithic state.  Transportation to a Lab in a monolithic state would be difficult. Further, while the submitter can store the glazing for 4 years in a monolithic state, it's performance will degrade due to unprotected storage.  Procedures would need to be developed to allow modification for long term storage.  Perhaps an exception can be made to continue existing practice until such a time as labs can be so equipped and storage methods determined.  
Section 3.1 "As needed basis".  Who determines as needed - suggest we define or drop and just leave the 4 year requirement.

Section 3.4 states submitter can pick the data to send.  Would rather it be an average of the 5 samples rather than letting a submitter cherry-pick the best.  Suggest we use an average of the 5 samples.
Section 3.8 needs a process for demonstrating process control.  This might also be a hardship for smaller manufacturers who do not have extensive lab and data recording capabilities.  Recommend dropping this section. 
Editorial comment:  There are two section 3.10's.  Section 3.10 #1  Recommend retesting after 4 years and dropping the process control data option.  No process is outlined for providing process control data, nor would the data be independent.  Since this rewrite appears to be focused on improving accuracy and data integrity, privately produced data does not support the intent of the rewrite.
Section 3.10 #2 does not contemplate the monolithic storage issues with certain EC Dynamic glazing.  If accommodation for Dynamic Glazing were made in section 3.3, this would no longer be a problem.  Or, the challenge could be made to current Dynamic glazing production, as an alternative. 


	

	Birchpoint Consulting
	NEG
	general
	Although this mentions a basic challenge process, it seems a lot of necessary details about the review process and appeals process are being deleted.  Also, people complain about chasing the 3rd decimal point in U-factor, yet this chases the 3rd decimal point in just emittance (maybe 4th decimal in U-factor).  If the concern is hair-splitting, perhaps e should only be reported to two decimals instead of what is being suggested in section 3.8.  Send to task group for review.
	


"3.1 Four years is an unacceptable period to wait to become an approved lab.

	3.8 How can a manufacturer show a std dev <.005 when the instrument tolerance is .005?  Also why is this requirement only for emissivity."
	


2. The ballot provides no assessment of the cost of the proposed procedure and the associated impact on new product commercialization.  

	3. The proposal provides no basis for the recommended 4-fold tightening in the tolerance for emittance.  The tolerance should be related to its impact on actual product ratings, not to the precision of modern testing equipment.  Furthermore, any change in measurement tolerance must be consistent with the instrument manufacturer’s statement of capability for the intended measurement. 

4. The ballot requires demonstration of process capability for emittance as a prerequisite for incorporation into the IGDB; or alternatively, the reported emittance of the submitted product will be increased by 0.01.  This ballot lacks the necessary standards and procedures to ensure proper and consistent reporting of process capability.

5. The ballot lacks foundation for the proposed removal of all reference to reflectance, including measurement tolerance for this attribute.  For high transmission low-e products, the primary driver for SHGC is solar transmission; however, absorption contributes significantly to solar heat gain coefficient for low transmitting, high emitting products (e.g. reflective solar control coatings).  Thus indirectly, it is necessary to provide parameters for reflectance since Absorption = 1-(Transmission + Reflection).

6. Lacking any analysis, the ballot fails to comply with Section 4.3.1 of the NFRC Operating Policy Manual (NFRC 710), which requires that ballots contain “a full statement of the matter under consideration.” 
	

	Pella/Joe Hayden
	AC
	3.3
	Section 3.3 makes reference to a list of approved labs in an "Appendix TBD", however this appendix does not seem to exist in this draft.  This needs to be corrected before final publication.
	

	Andersen/Steve Johnson
	AC
	general
	Need greater clarity around emittance limits and how compliance to those emittance limits will be demonstrated/measured.
	

	Associated Labs/Brad Schultz
	AC
	Forward, 3.2, 3.3, 3.6, 3.7,appendix A, B
	Forward (pp3-7) unnecessary - this should be in certification documents, not a technical document. The General Information and Introduction adequately define the use of this document. Delete spaces between 3.2 and 3.3, and 3.6 and 3.7. Appendix A - change "then" to "than" on pages 1 and 2. Appendix B correct the title spacing.
	

	Sunergy/Willie du Pont
	AC
	general
	1.) Four years is too long between Inter-Laboratory Comparisons (ILC).  It should be every two years minimum.
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