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This draft public comment has been developed by the DOE Building Energy Codes Program (BECP) as a possible submittal related to a proposal to the Commercial provisions of the 2012 International Energy Conservation Code (IECC).   Interested parties are asked to submit any and all comments on DOE's draft public comments. For instructions on submitting comments, visit:
http://www.energycodes.gov/development/commercial/2015IECC
CE153-13 Disapproved
Public Comment:
Name:  Jeremiah Williams, U.S. Department of Energy (jeremiah.williams@ee.doe.gov) 

Desired Action: Approval as Modified (AM)

Modify the proposal as follows:

C402.3.2.2  Haze factor.  Skylights in office, storage, automotive service, manufacturing, non-refrigerated warehouse, retail store and distribution/sorting area spaces shall have a glazing materials or diffuser with a haze factor greater than 90 percent when tested in accordance with Procedure A of ASTM D 1003.

Exception:  Skylights designed and installed in such a manner as to exclude direct sunlight entering the occupied space by use of fixed or automated baffles, or the geometry of the skylight and light well.

Commenter’s Reason:  At the code development hearing there were two issues raised in opposition to the code change proposal.  One proposed a floor modification to retain the word ‘designed’ in the exception and that floor modification was approved for consideration.  The other concern raised was with limiting the determination of haze factor to only Procedure A of ASTM D1003.  Testimony mentioned the difference between Procedure A and Procedure B and that those skylights that had been tested to Procedure B would have to be re-tested.  

Procedure A and B differ with respect to how the light is transmitted through the sample.  Procedure A directly transmits the light beam through the sample into an reflecting integrating sphere and measures light transmission.  Procedure B goes the opposite direction where the light is reflected into an integrating sphere and then transmitted through the sample.  Procedure A provides results that are less variable than those obtained through Procedure B. The difference between procedure A and B is also due to the different equipment and manufacturers of the equipment used with each.
DOE had pointed out in the reason statement for the code change proposal the view that if there is a singular criterion that must be satisfied (in this case haze factor) that the allowance for two separate procedures to determine haze factor that would not yield the exact same results.  DOE felt that this created two paths to compliance, with an increased likelihood that the path of least resistance would be taken.  DOE, however, understands the challenges associated with re-testing of products.  This public comment addresses that issue by not calling out either procedure in ASTM D 1003, but retains the remainder of the code change proposal as editorially enhanced and includes the floor amendment that was accepted at the code development hearing.  Note that CE154-13 was recommended for approval as submitted and the modifications contained in this public comment do not conflict with CE154-13 and would be readily additive with that change.
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