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	 #
	Name 
	Section #
	Comment / Alternate language
	 
	Suggested Resolution for Subcommittee Discussion 

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	N
	210
	MW
	General
	Rather than simplifying this procedure, each new version of the CMA PCP details a more complex and subsequently a more time consuming and costly process.
	 
	 Withdrawn.

	N
	1
	TC
	General
	Formatting
:Only the label certificates themselves were balloted separately.  I approve of the actual certificates, but we need to add the normal language in Appendix B about the formatting, size, etc.
	 
	P&S - Back to TG for development of language.


	N
	2
	TC
	General
	Product Certificates mandatory or not?
When a project certificate is used, we need to clarify whether the product certificates are mandatory in addition to the project certificate, or not.  Looking back, the language in sections 1.3 (definitions), 4.1 (certification process), 4.2 (product certificate), and 4.3 (project certificate) could be interpreted either way.

It should not be a big deal for the software to generate the individual product certificates at the same time as the project certificate, but we need to clarify the language.
	 
	P&S - Back to TG to clarify the language.



Framing and Glazing System Certificates

The framing and glazing system certificates are never mentioned in the body of the PCP, but then will appear in Appendix B if approved in the other ballot.  I generally approve of these certificates, but we need to add language to emphasize that the framing and glazing system certificates are optional.

When a framing component / glazing system is used as part of a product certificate, it is not necessary to also have these component certificates.  This is just optional info that a framing manufacturer / glass fabricator may want to include if they are shipping the lineals / glazing units separately to the jobsite.  Good option, but not everyone will want or need to do it.

	
	 
	P&S - Withdraw.
(Note by later action Frame and Glazing label were not approved for CMA-PCP)

	N
	5
	TC
	1.3
	We need to add a definition for vision percent, which is used on the product label certificate.
	 
	P&S - If the Label contains the vision percentage language then definition should be developed by the Task group and be balloted.


	N
	194
	CGC
	1.3
	The comment "(All definitions will be moved to the Glossary when approved)" was added to the draft.  If the intent is to totally delete the definitions section, we disagree with this approach.  The goal should be to make this document as user friendly as possible.  Users should not have to go to other documents to understand the intent or definition of terms used in this program document.
	 
	P&S:
Motion: Keep the definition in the CMA-PCP.  15-9.
Seek BOD direction about the action


	N
	195
	CGC
	1.3
	Commercial Building - insert the definition in lieu of using "the meaning set forth and described in NFRC technical documents".
	 
	P&S: Include the definition


	N
	196
	CGC
	1.3
	Glazing/Glazing in-fill - Delete the sentence "Opaque panels are allowed to be substituted for glazing in any of the calculations in this document".  This is a statement not part of the definition.  If the statement is needed it should be addressed elsewhere.
	 
	P&S -  
Action is to move this language to the technical document.

	N
	198
	CGC
	1.3
	Total Fenestration Product - insert the definition in lieu of using "the meaning set forth and described in NFRC technical documents".
	 
	P&S: Resolution by previous action.


	AC
	177
	MM
	1.2.4.F
	Should be at least 4 years. Some projects extend beyond the two year period. This comment also in other locations
	 
	P& S change the requirements to 4 yr.  29-1


	AC
	184
	MM
	3.1.C
	Should be at least 4 years
	 
	P&S:
Address by previous action See 177.


	AC
	182
	MM
	2.2.3.C
	The Simulation Laboratory shall upload the spacer data to the NFRC Approved Spacer Component Library and submit drawings to NFRC Staff or Contractor.  (???? - just highlighted section)
	 
	P&S  -
Motion: new language of section 2.2 addresses the negative – accepted by Marles.
Voice vote.

	AC
	183
	MM
	2.2.3.D
	If the spacer data entry is subject to an audit, an - (??? - just highlighted this section)
	 
	P&S  -
Motion: new language of section 2.2 addresses the negative – accepted by Marles.

Voice vote.

	AC
	185
	MM
	4.2.B.iii
	for the four Best/Worst case options  -  Delete this phrase, what is to be simulated should be specified in NFRC 100, not the PCP
	 
	NP- guidance is given to the manufacturer that frame B/W is to be calculated.  Actual technical information is in NFRC 100.
Based on the explanation provided comment Withdrawn.



	N
	226
	MW
	2.3
	(Framing system categories with pre-calculated performance values)
While I agree with this in principle, it is not possible to approve this without the work having been completed, reviewed and accepted.
	 
	P&S
Motion: to find Persuasive – remove section 2.3 and reinstate after and based on the research when completed.

	N
	212
	MW
	Table of Contents
	See comments on section 1.2.2
	 
	P&S addressed by previous action.

	N
	213
	MW
	1.2.2
	Role Specifying Authority - There has been absolutely no involvement, input or feedback from this stakeholder group.
	 
	P& S motion to send a letter and the PCP to AIA, BOMA, and CSI for comments. 
Note: Provide dead line date by which comments are to be received. (date to be established so as to address their comments by next NFRC meeting and in the Ballot).

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	13
	JH
	1.2.1.D
	Approves ACEs Calculation Entities to provide calculations for certified whole product fenestration systems, and product certification services;
	 
	P&E - All phrase other than the titles will be replaced by Acronyms. List of Acronyms and reference will be added to the Appendix

	N
	139
	JH
	6.6.3.4.B
	Following the conclusion of the period provided for in Section 6.6.3.A, NFRC shall have the right to request and receive from each of the parties to the Challenge Appeal the information specified below for such party.  The NFRC request shall be made in writing, delivered by facsimile, e-mail, or and overnight delivery service, not later than 20 business days after the Commencement Date.  Such information shall be delivered to NFRC not later than ten business days following the date of delivery of the request by NFRC to such party.
	 
	P&S- 'email is added'

	N
	135
	JH
	6.6.3.3
	6.6.3.23  ACEApproved Calculation Entity
	 
	NP - acronyms not for titles, however after the phrase in brackets write the acronym.

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	N
	6
	TC
	IA Review
	The new draft contains IA review for all component submissions and for all Manufacturer / Other ACE calculations.  (Sections 2.2.2, 2.2.3, 2.3.1, and 4.1.4.B.)  This level of IA review both “above the bucket” and “below the bucket” is excessive, and the value does not justify the added cost and time delays.  By using an appropriate sampling method, we can still achieve NFRC’s requirement for third-party independent review, but with much more efficiency.
Some seem concerned that less than 100% review of every certificate is not enough, or does not satisfy third-party oversight.  However, we must realize that sampling is already commonplace both with NFRC and other rating organizations.  Currently, does an IA review every product variation in the simulations for residential products?  Of course not – they just look at a few representative calculations.  Furthermore, the IA doesn’t check every product or product line in the plant inspections, and just uses random sampling.  The same is true if looking at IG certification, air/water/structural certification, etc.  So why would we insist on checking every little variation in the ACE
certificates?  What I am proposing is still third-party independent
review of every ACE, where just like today, a random sampling
process is used to ensure the integrity of the process.  To build
further confidence in the process, there is already a high level of
independent review at several levels in the proposed program:
1. An independent lab does the component calculations.
2. An IA reviews and approves the component data (potentially via
a sampling process).
3. The software will have certain automatic checks built into it to
prevent blatant errors / misuse.
4. An IA reviews the ACE calculation and final label certificate, via
a sampling process (100% initially, then a lower level).
5. An IA performs documentation trail audits of the installed
projects, via a sampling process.
6. The challenge process can also be used if a competitor
questions a rating.
If the concern is simple mistakes in the ACE calculation, a
manufacturer ACE will probably make fewer errors than an
independent ACE, because they will intimately know the products
and make sure they select the correct components in each case.
As there are going to be tens or hundreds of thousands of frame
cross-sections (depending on the frame grouping project), that’s
important.  There is also much larger legal liability for commercial
manufacturers than for most residential manufacturers.  The
manufacturers are bound by contractual documents to produce a
product that will meet the specifications for each project, and in
many cases the products will be tested in the field to verify the
compliance to the specs. That alone will ensure accurate ratings
much more than any check by an IA.  We do not oppose an initial
period of 100% review for each ACE, but ultimately, random
sampling (e.g. 10-20%) is adequate for reviewing the accuracy of
the ratings, together with all the other checks-and-balances.

Recommendations:
• Restore language for IA review of Manufacturer / Other ACE
calculations with full review of the first five submissions, followed
by random sampling (1 in 5 chance).  
• Alternately, send it back to task group to propose language which
outlines specific conditions when a given ACE goes down to a reduced level of IA review. 
• If the subcommittee insists on full review below-the-bucket, then
remove or reduce the IA requirements above-the-bucket. In that case,
IA review at the component level is unnecessary because the
simulation lab is already independent, and third-party oversight is
satisfied with the final ACE calculation.
	 
	P&S:

Motion: send it back to task group to propose language which
outlines specifics and conditions when a given ACE review goes down to a reduced level of IA review.
Motion approved

	N
	 
	
	
	
	 
	

	N
	209
	CGC
	4.1.4.B
	We do not feel the 100 percent IA review of manufacturer Approved Calculation Entities is needed and strongly encourage the subcommittee (and Board of Directors) to reconsider this issue.  Manufacturers are providing framing systems in accordance with the legally binding contracts and project specifications.  They are the most knowledgeable of their systems and will serve as extremely reliable calculation entities.  The requirement of 100 percent review by IA's is an unnecessary cost and time burden upon the program.  In order to simplify the program and allow this effort to continue in a positive direction, a reasonable audit program should be developed.
	 
	P&S:
Addressed by previous action.


The Manufacturer/Other ACE may not issue the certificate until completion of the IA review.

	We do not agree that all the submissions from a Manufacturer/Other ACE must undergo IA review without a decrease over time for proven compliance.  This is driving up the cost of the program both from a direct financial impact but as well from a time cost standpoint.  We support the original procedure which provides for reduced IA involvement for Manufacturer/Other ACE who have demonstrated compliance.
	 
	P&S:
Addressed by previous action.

	N
	9
	PM
	General
	Still need to know costing associated with program as voted by membership.
Remove the IA review in sections 2.2 and 2.3.  The simulation done by an NFRC Accredited Simulation Laboratory is enough 3rd party involvement.
	 
	P&S:
Withdraw based on the commitment from FC that next meeting information about the Fee.


	N
	187
	CGC
	General
	As offered in previous ballot responses, we must again vote negative to this ballot on issues of fees and the lack of communication with other parties in the commercial construction industry.
During the previous task group and subcommittee meetings, discussion has been held regarding a Section 8. Fee Schedules that was included in the first ballot draft.  In our response to that ballot we stated:
While we have been repeatedly told that the fee schedules will be set by the NFRC Board of Directors, members of the organization should not be expected to vote on a draft product certification program without any information on the intended costs.
	 
	P&S:
Withdraw based on the commitment from FC that next meeting information about the Fee.


	N
	188
	CGC
	General
	In lieu of attempting to address our point, the task group leaders elected to delete the Fee Schedules section from this draft  Our position remains that the members of the National Fenestration Rating Council should not be expected to vote in support of a product certification program without any information from the Board of Directors on the intended cost of the program.  Simply deleting the item from the draft document does not address the issues at hand.
We must again note that in response to the first and second draft ballot and on numerous occaisions in meetings and discussions with the NFRC Board of Directors we have asked about efforts being taken to meet the 2005 Strategic Planning goal of educating the membership and the Board of Directors about the commercial construction industry.  To date, we have not seen or heard reports of effort by the Board of Directors to reach out to registered design professionals, building owners, developers, building managers, general contractors or glazing contractors to assess the needs and practices of the commercial industry.  We must again state that we
strongly believe acceptance and support of the program will require
proper consideration of the needs of all participants in the commercial
construction industry.
	 
	P&S:
Withdraw based on the commitment from FC that next meeting information about the Fee.


	N
	211
	MW
	General
	Section 8, Fees has been omitted from this document.  IGMA cannot approve this document without some clear understanding about the program costs.  With 100% IA inspection of Manufacturer/Other Ace calculations, the cost for participation in the program has been increased.
	 
	P&S:
Withdraw based on the commitment from FC that next meeting information about the Fee.


	N
	228
	MW
	8
	Section missing.  As it was agreed at the last meeting that IGMA's comment that the PCP could not be approved without the fee schedule was persuasive and germane.  Is the reason this section is missing is to avoid this negative?
	 
	Withdrawn

	AC
	175
	MM
	1.2.2.C
	Delete this section, IG units are to be simulated per the Window5 engine, IGU certification is yet  required for NFRC certifiaction
	 
	P&S: addressed based on the revision and explanation of the language. Marles is ok.  


	AC
	179
	MM
	2.1
	Delete this section, IGU are detrrmined using the Window 5 engine, there is no Glazing component Library per se. Glass values are obtained from the IGDB
	 
	P&S: addressed based on the revision and explanation of the language. Marles is ok.  



	N
	192
	CGC
	1.2.3.2.1
	End of section - We strongly disagree with the deletion of the note regarding manufacturers being allowed to be Approved Calculation Entities.  We believe this was the one location where this was clearly explained.
	 
	Addressed based on previous action



	N
	229
	JB
	1.2.5
	Section 1.2.5 does not define a difference between an independent ACE and a manufacturer ACE. The language about independent versus manufacturer ACE needs extensive clarification.
	 
	Withdrawn - Based on explanation that LAP and CAP will cover the language

	N
	7
	RW
	General
	ALL reference to ‘spacer and sealant’ throughout the document should be changed back to ‘spacer’ only. This has been addressed and is documented.  The Board should take appropriate action against whoever did this.  It is ‘stuff’ like this that continues to make NFRC look like they do what they please; when does this stop?  I would like a response from the Board on this.
Pertinent definitions belong in this document to make it as User Friendly as possible.
100 percent IA review of manufacturer Approved Calculation Entities is NOT needed.  A reasonable audit program is needed.  This adds unnecessary cost and delays to the program.  The Board needs to change this direction.
Where is fee information?  How can we move forward without a full understanding of costs?  The NFRC Board needs to step in and take action to change their image!
	 
	P&S: Addressed by previous action.

	N
	190
	CGC
	1.2.2
	Para B, 3rd bullet - We strongly disagree with the insertion of "and sealant".  Based on discussion during numerous meetings and the component Modeling Approach (CMA) Subcommittee vote on Wednesday, July 26, 2006, (meeting minutes item 4.k. "Greg Carney moved and Jeff Baker seconded to remove reference to spacer "system" and sealant from the draft ..."  Passed 24-8-3") the issue of sealant details has been addressed.  Certified Simulators have repeatedly told the task group and subcommittee members that dimension details of the insulating glass unit sealants do not have a measurable effect on overall product performance.  NOTE:  The insertion of "and sealant" continues throughout the draft and this negative applies to each insertion in the event we fail to mention one specifically in the remainder of our comments.
	 
	P&S

Addressed by previous action -Withdrawn

	N
	191
	CGC
	1.2.3.2.1
	We strongly disagree with the insertion of "and sealant".  See comments above.
	 
	P&S

Addressed by previous action -Withdrawn

	N
	193
	CGC
	1.2.6.E.iii
	We strongly disagree with the insertion of "and sealant".  See comments above.
	 
	P&S

Addressed by previous action -Withdrawn

	N
	200
	CGC
	2.2.1.D
	We strongly disagree with the insertion of "and sealant".  See comments above.
	 
	P&S

Addressed by previous action -Withdrawn

	N
	201
	CGC
	2.2.1.E
	We strongly disagree with the insertion of "and sealant".  See comments above.
	 
	P&S

Addressed by previous action -Withdrawn

	N
	207
	CGC
	2.2.3.D
	We strongly disagree with the insertion of "and sealant".  See comments above.
	 
	P&S

Addressed by previous action -Withdrawn

	N
	208
	CGC
	2.2.3.E
	We strongly disagree with the insertion of "and sealant".  See comments above.
	 
	P&S

Addressed by previous action -Withdrawn


Multiple references to spacer and sealant.

Should be amended to read spacer only.  This has been the subject of ongoing discussion at all levels.  The original proposal for the CMA program would have required simulation and testing of insulating glass units.  As indicated in the IGMA studies, there are a vast number of spacers available for insulating glass.  Combine this with the number of sealants available and the number of spacer spacer systems that will require approval grows to an unmanageable amount.

In previous discussions at task group, sub-committee and committee level, it has been agreed that the component is the spacer, not the spacer system or the spacer and sealant which is basically the same thing minus the dissicant.  While we are aware that the sealant is required to calculate Keff, the identification of the component as the spacer and the sealant in this document will probably lead to what we were trying to prevent in the first place, the requirement to simulate 1,000's and 1,000's of combinations of spacer and sealant.

Maintaining the component identification as the spacer only, will keep

the program streamlined and manageable both from a time process

and financial perspective.  This is opening the door to simulation and

	testing of insulating glass units.  This is heading down the wrong path.
	 
	P&S

Addressed by previous action -Withdrawn

	N
	215
	MW
	1.2.2
	See comments on section 1.2.2
	 
	Addressed by previous action

	N
	216
	MW
	1.2.3.2.1
	See comments on section 1.2.2
	 
	Addressed by previous action

	N
	217
	MW
	1.2.6
	See comments on section 1.2.2
	 
	Addressed by previous action

	N
	218
	MW
	1.3
	Framing System - See comments on section 1.2.2
	 
	Addressed by previous action

	N
	219
	MW
	1.3
	Insulating Glazing (IG) Fabricator - See comments on section 1.2.2
	 
	Addressed by previous action

	N
	221
	MW
	2.2
	See comments on section 1.2.2
	 
	Addressed by previous action

	AC
	176
	MM
	1.2.3.2.1
	Spacer grouping should be defined in NFRC 100 as with all other grouping rules delete this section
	 
	Addressed by previous action

	N
	202
	CGC
	2.2
	Spacer and sealant Keff Approval - We can not vote to approve this section until a better explanation of the spacer grouping paths are provided.
	 
	Addressed by previous action

	AC
	180
	MM
	2.2.2.C
	Delete third section, all component drawings including spacers need to be subject to initial IA review prior to insertion into the library See this comment also section 2.2.3
	 
	P&S:
Addressed by previous action

	AC
	181
	MM
	2.2.2.D
	If the spacer data entry is subject to an audit,  -  Delete this phrase
	 
	Addressed by previous action



	N
	223
	MW
	2.2.2.D
	When is the decision made regarding which entries to audit?  Who is assigning the ID number if the submission is not selected for audit?  An IA or NFRC?  Will an IA be required for each and every spacer submission?  Shouldn't this be a specific Id number and not a generic ID number?
	 
	P&S - 
Addressed by previous action

	N
	224
	MW
	2.2.3.D
	When is it determined that a spacer data entry will be subject to audit?  Who assigns the specific Id number if the entry is not subject to an audit?
	 
	P&S - Addressed by previous action

	N
	203
	CGC
	2.2.2.A.ii
	It is not clear what is intended by the reference to "Material data sheets for any sealant necessary to incorporate the spacer into an insulating glass unit, indicating all primary and secondary sealant materials that are compatible for use with this spacer".
	 
	P& S - Addressed by previous action

	N
	204
	CGC
	2.2.2.A.iii
	It is not clear what is intended by the reference to "Provide a combination of the selected spacer bar and the default sealants for which Keff is to be determined".
	 
	P& S - 
Addressed by previous action

	N
	205
	CGC
	2.2.3.A.ii
	It is not clear what is intended by the reference to "Material data sheets for any sealant necessary to incorporate the spacer into an insulating glass unit, indicating all primary and secondary sealant materials that are compatible for use with this spacer".
	 
	P&S -
Addressed by previous action

	N
	206
	CGC
	2.2.3.A.iii
	It is not clear what is intended by the reference to "Provide a combination of the selected spacer bar and the default sealants for which Keff is to be determined".
	 
	P&S-
Addressed by previous action

	N
	222
	MW
	2.2.2.A.ii
	Delete Item A.ii.  Material data sheets for any sealants necessary to incorporate the spacer into an insulating glass unit, indicating all primary and secondary sealant materials that are compatible for use with this spacer.
Since this pathway uses a default sealant why is the spacer manufacturer required to submit material data sheets for all primary and secondary sealant materials.  This sounds like Path III.
	 
	P& S - 
Addressed by previous action

	N
	8
	SJ
	General
	My understanding is that the CMA is being developed for U-factor, SHGC, and VT ratings, yet this document does not seem to address those limitations specifically.  In fact, the highlighted text in the forward seems to indicate that it might be possible to use CMA for other NFRC adopted procedures like air infiltration and condensation resistance.  Suggest making it clear in the scope or forward what performance attributes are covered by CMA

In order to participate in the Component-Modeling Approach  Certification Program, a specifying authority shall rate a product to be certified for mandatory NFRC rating procedures. The component manufacturer shall have their products approved to be used to rate a product to be certified for mandatory NFRC rating procedures. At present, a specifying authority may elect to rate products for U-factor, solar heat gain coefficient, visible transmittance, or any other procedure adopted by NFRC, and to include those ratings on the NFRC label affixed to its products (or the NFRC Label Certificate for component-Modeling Approach  rated products).
	
	P&E - 
Addressed by language change in he PCP. See below.
In order to participate in the Component-Modeling Approach  Certification Program, a specifying authority shall rate a product to be certified for mandatory NFRC rating procedures. The component manufacturer shall have their products approved to be used to rate a product to be certified for mandatory NFRC rating procedures. At present, a specifying authority may elect to rate products for U-factor, solar heat gain coefficient, visible transmittance, , and to include those ratings on the NFRC label affixed to its products (or the NFRC Label Certificate for component-Modeling Approach  rated products).


Wait for the frame grouping rules:

TG to establishing criteria about  reducing 100% IA review.

