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Uvod:

Letosniho zasedani skupiny SG09 ,,Sklo* (v potadi jiz 27. zasedani) jsme se zaastnili jako
zéstupei oznamenych subjektd (NB) CR s mo#nosti &erpani finanénich prostfedki z Planu
standardizace — Programu rozvoje zkuSebnictvi na rok 2015 ,U&ast na jedndnich
vertikalnich a horizontdlnich sektorovych skupin (skupiny ozndmenych subjektl) pro
nafizeni Evropského parlamentu a Rady (EU) €.305/2011/EU (CPR), spojenych s piipravou
na jednani a ucasti na zasedani skupiny.

(evidenéni ¢islo objednatele: 051/2015/0030)

Program jednani:

1. Prezence a ivod
2. Schvaleni programu jednani
3. Zprava z minulého mitinku (12. prosince 2014)

4. Navrh na mezilaboratorni srovnavaci zkousky podle CSNEN 410 a emisivity
(Domonique Libert a Christine Kermel)

5. NB-CPR 15-639r1 Vzorkovani v systému 1 a 1+ (vydano na CIRCA 7. dubna 2015)

6. ZkuSebni protokol s vysledky zkousky tvrzeného skla — pFipad, kdy nékteré tloust’ky
nevysly (Pan Yakut — dokument £.22/2015)

7. Mezilaboratorni srovnavaci zkouska — fragmentace - Tepelné tvrzené
sodnovapenatokiemitité sklo. Vysledky (Pan Yakut, dokument ¢.21/2015)

8. Navrh mezilaboratorni srovnivaci zkousky podle CSN EN 356 — sekera, p¥ipraveno
spole¢nosti Tecnalia (Pan Stephen Biller)

9. Pozi¢ni dokument DoP/CPR — Sg09 ¢. 13: nové zpravy od komise
10. Dokument ¢, 7 — posldn na schvileni Technickému sekretariatu CPD: aktualni stav
11. Dokument ¢. 8 — poslan na schvaleni Technickému sekretariatu CPD: aktuilni stav

12. Zavér schize
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1. Prezence a tivod

Leto$ni prvni mitink skupiny SG09 byl opét pofadany NB Stazione Sperimentale del Vetro
ve spolupraci s ENEA Research Center ve Frascati nedaleko Rima. Zi&astnilo se ho na 16
¢lent ze statti Evropské unie (Némecko, Italie, Belgie, Francie, Dénsko, Ceska republika) a
Turecka. Jednani se G¢astnil i zastupce ENEA pan Stephane Inniori, ktery kratce pohovofil o
kooperaci s italskou laboratoii Stazione Sperimentale del Vetro v oblasti méfeni, zkouiek
autoskel, popt. optickych zkousek.

2. Schvileni programu jednani

Program byl pfijat a schvélen, jednani ke konkrétnim tématiim mohlo za¢it.

3. Zapis z minulého mitinku (12.prosince 2015)

Zapis jsme pro§li bez vétSich pfipominek, pouze k bodu &.7 Mezilaboratorni srovnavaci
zkousky podle CS EN 356 — sekera, se pan pfedseda Mognato vyjadfil, Ze otdzku kalibrace
jesté nebylo mozno diskutovat s komisi TC 129 — novy piedseda dosud nebyl zvolen.

4. Navrh na mezilaboratorni srovniavaci zkousky podle CSN EN 410 a emisivity
(Domonique Libert a Christine Kermel)

Tento névrh mezilaboratornich srovnévacich zkou$ek pfednesli zastupkyné belgické
INISMy, které také budou zkousky potadat a vysledky zpracovavat a vyhodnocovat.
Pozadavek na tuto zkou$ku vzeSel jak od na&i pracovni skupiny SGO09, tak je i v
harmonizované normeé ISO/IEC 17025.

Budou se méfit slunecni a svételné charakteristiky a emisivita na 4-5 vzorcich (tvrdé
povlaky, Low-E, float) pfi riznych vinovych délkach, popt. se zméfi i odraz. Vzorky 50x70
mm pfipravi a roze§le INISMa.

S podobnym navrhem pfi§la na minulém mitinku zastupkyné IFT Rosenheim, bohuZel
¢astka 1.000,- EUR nebyla Zadnou z laboratofi akceptovana. INISMa je schopna celou akei
pofidit za 250,- EUR od kazdého z pfihlagenych subjekti.

5. NB-CPR 15-639r1 Vzorkovani v systému 1 a 1+ (vydano na CIRCA 7. dubna 2015)

Slova se ujal pan pfedseda Mognato, poziéni dokument jsme pro$li a skupinové diskutovali.
Zastavili jsem se u bodu 6.4 a 6.5 — odebirani vzorkd pfimo z vyrobni linky nebo ze skladu.
Mozné jsou ob€ varianty, nicméné odbér pfimo z linky ozndmenym subjektem b&hem auditu
ma né&kolik vyhod:

— niz8i naklady pro vyrobce, neni tfeba otvirat bedny s vyrobky
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— mozZnost sledovani samotné vyroby, ziskédni detailnich informaci o vyrobnim procesu

— nejsou pochybnosti o originalité vzorkl

Dokument byl nedavno schvalen, nage skupina k nému neméla vyhrad.

6. Zku$ebni protokol s vysledky zkousky tvrzeného skla — p¥ipad, kdy nékteré tloust'’ky
nevys$ly (Pan Yakut — dokument ¢.22/2015)

S timto ptispévkem vystoupil p. Mehmet Yakut (Turecko), ktery také dokument (vydany v
lednu 2015) zpracoval. Na minulém mitinku se bod projednaval, nyni uZ je detailné popsan
v dokumentu (viz pfiloha).

Jedna se o problematiku nahradnich vzorkd, pokud je nutné opakovat zkousku fragmentace
podle CSN EN 12150-1 pfi nevyhovujicich vysledcich. Postup:

a) zkuSebni laboratot oznameného subjektu vyda protokol pouze pro tloustky, které nevysly.
Vyhovujici vysledky si ponecha laboratof v zdznamech, a po vyhovujicich opakovanych
zkouskach ve druhém kole je miiZze vydat spoleéné jako souhrnny vyhovujici protokol

b) pocet kust pro opakovanou zkousku: pro kazdou nevyhovujici tloustku musi byt 5 kust, i
kdyZ nevyjdou napf. pouze dva

c¢) po vykonani zkousky fragmentace u nové dodanych vzorkl se vyda protokol, musi byt
udan datum druhého dodéni vzorki!

d) zkuSebni laboratof ozndmeného subjektu si ponecha zdznamy z nevyhovujicich zkousek

U zkousky pevnosti v ohybu je po&et ndhradnich vzorkd u nevyhovujici tlou§tky vzdy stejny
— tj. pokud nevyjdou 2 vzorky tloustky 6 mm, zadavatel dodd do laboratofe pouze 2
nahradni vzorky (viz tabulka v pfiloze).

7. Mezilaboratorni srovnavaci zkouSka - fragmentace - Tepelné tvrzené
sodnoviapenatokremitité sklo. Vysledky (Pan Yakut, dokument ¢.21/2015)

Pan Mehmet Yakut pfednesl prezentaci s vysledky mezilaboratornich zkougek fragmentace
podle CSN EN 12150-1, zkouSky se ufastnilo 8 laboratofi z Némecka, Danska, Belgie,
Itilie, Spandlska a Turecka. Piedmé&tem testu bylo zjistit po&et tlomkd tepelné tvrzeného
skla ve étverci 50x50 mm — bylo zkouseno 5 sad vzorki tloustky 4, 6, 8, 10 a 12 mm.

Vysledky byly poté porovnany a statisticky vyhodnoceny (primér, odchylky, nejistota), pan
Yakut s nimi sezndmil G€astniky jednani v dokumentu €. 21 (dokument je rozsahlejsi,
z tohoto divodu neni souéasti pfiloh).

Padl navrh na provedeni mezilaboratornich zkousek pevnosti v ohybu, spole&n& jsme se
shodli na tepeln€ tvrzeném skle tloustky 5 mm. Informace o prib&hu budou zvefejnény na
pistim mitinku.
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8. Navrh mezilaboratorni srovnavaci zkousky podle CSN EN 356 — sekera, p¥ipraveno
spole¢nosti Tecnalia (Pan Stephen Biller)

Téma srovndvaci zkousky odolnosti proti nasilnému vniknuti podle EN 356 — sekyra bylo
diskutovdno jak na zaGatku schiize, tak na pfedchdzejicim jednani skupiny SGO09 v
Bendtkach. Problémy zkoudky jsou se vzorky (ndklady na vyrobu a dopravu) a i s
mechanikou zkuSebniho zafizeni — kalibrace, obsluha. Pan Mognato poklada tuto zkousku za
piili§ naroénou a i nic moc fkajici, nicméné na naléhani laboratofe Tecnalia se pokusi o jeji
zajiténi — vyrobce, dopravcee, zkusebni laboratote, technickou podporu.

9. Pozi¢ni dokument DoP/CPR — Sg09 &. 13: nové zpriavy od komise

S piispévkem se pfihlasil pan pfedseda SG 09 Mognato, problém byl také diskutovén na
pfedchazejicich mitincich. Vyrobci maji stile problém s nastavenim ProhlaSeni o
vlastnostech (Declaration of properties — DoP) a ¢asto Zadaji o pomoc oznamené subjekty.
Pfiloha III CPR a nafizeni ¢.1572014 neposkytuji dostatek informaci, aby vydané¢ DoP
spliiovalo v8echny poZadavky. Pfiloha je vieobecnd a malo konkrétni, pan Mognato proto
adresoval dopis komisi, aby mohly byt v normé& uvedeny konkrétni ptipady a vyrobci se jimi
mohli #dit.

K problému se vyjadfila pani P. R. Nyegaard z technické komise — podle ni je Ptiloha III
jasna, i kdyZ je v8eobecna. Nicméné& pro tyto piipady byla vypracovana dokument NB-
CPR/AII-14/134 (tabulka/formuléf), kde je mozné se dotdzat s konkrétnim problémem
(online). Dokument je stile ve stavu navrhu, nicméné uZ na p#isti schiizce technické komise
miuze byt schvalena. Navrh je v ptiloze.

10. Dokument ¢.7 — poslan na schvaleni Technickému sekretariditu CPD: aktudlni stav

Dokument byl projednavén jiZ na minulé schiizi, kde jsme se k n€ému spoleéné vyjadiili a
pfipadné nékteré véty opravili &i vyskrtli. Projednavali jsme ale otadzku, co vSechno mize
posuzovat ozndmeny subjekt. Pan Mognato dal podnét k diskusi, zda u vyrobce izolaénich
skel, kde jedno ze skel je protipoZarni/nepristfelné/explozi odolné, musi byt proveden audit.
Podle CPR musi, pan Mognato oponoval, Ze je to zbyteéné, ze se zaménou skla float za sklo
protipoZarni/nepristielné/odolné proti vybuchu neméni vlastnost izoladniho skla. V§ichni
fi¢astnici jednani jsme se k tomu vyjadfili, my za CR jsme panu piedsedovi oponovali —
jedna se o systém 1, audit musi byt proveden.

11. Dokument ¢. 8 — poslan na schvileni Technickému sekretariitu CPD: aktualni stav

Dokument je stdle ve stavu navrhu, byl jiZz nékolikrat projednavan. Tyka se vypoétu zafeni a
tepelnych vlastnosti bud’ zkusebni laboratofi oznameného subjektu nebo si hodnoty spoéita
vyrobce sam a oznameny subjekt ovefi a validuje software pouzity k vypoétu. Problém je v
Pfiloze V: oznameny subjekt ma posoudit (mimo jin€) i tabulkové hodnoty — Pan Dubru z
Glass for Europe namitl, jak je moZné posoudit jasné¢ dané tabulkové hodnoty?! Toto
vyustilo v rozsédhlou diskusi, zastupkyné technické komise nenasla odpovéd — bude
projednano na dal$im zasedani.
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12. Zavér schiize

Termin nasledujiciho mitinku byl pfedb&Zné navrzen na zafi 2015, pravdépodobné opét v
Italii. Pan pfedseda Mognato nas bude je§té detailné informovat o piesném terminu a misté

konani.
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Zpracoval: Be. Michal Hnilitka
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Piiloha - projednavané materialy:

1.
2.

SG09 Agenda (program jednani)

Poziéni dokument NB-CPR/15/639r1 — pozi¢ni dokument : vzorkovéani v systému 1 a
1+

Formulaf GNB — CPR zékladni ptirucka

Poziéni dokument NB-CPR/SG09 Doc. & 10: sdéleni vysledkd zkouSek tepelné
tvrzeného skla v pfipadé, Ze nevyjde nektera ze zkousek

Pozi¢ni dokument NB-CPR/SG09 Doc. &.7: vyhodnoceni shody certifikace pro sklo
v systému 1

Pozi¢ni dokument NB-CPR/SG09 Doc. &.8: vypocet zafeni a tepelnych vlastnosti pro
sklo

Strana §&.7z 7



GNB-CPR

AG

Co-ordination of the Group of Notified Bodies
for the Construction Products Regulation

(EU) 305/2011

NB-CPR/15/639r1
Issued 07 April 2015

Approved Guidance

POSITION PAPER: Sampling in AVCP systems 1 and 1+

FOREWORD

When the assessment and verification of constancy of performance is done by means of
testing, sampling is an activity of utmost importance for the credibility of the assessment and
verification.

The sampling is considered the only link between the testing and the continuous production of
the construction product.

Whereas the test results form basis for the assessment of performance of the construction
product, the sampling information forms an important part of the basis for the continuing
verification of constancy of performance performed by the notified product certification body.

The sampling procedure is expected to ensure that the samples originate from the
manufacturing plant for which the manufacturer holds or applies for a certificate of constancy
of performance and that the samples are suitable to represent the on-going production’.

To ensure that the samples are suitable to represent the on-going production, the sampling
procedure shall provide sufficient documentation regarding the origin of the samples and
regarding any basic property and any stage of production process with a potential to influence
the performance of the product.

Which basic properties and which stages of the production process that may have potential to
influence the performance will very much depend on as well the type of construction product
as the performance characteristics to assess.

Without a properly conducted and properly documented sampling procedure, the testing and
the test report cannot be linked to the continuously manufactured construction product and will
not allow for the verification of constancy of performance of the continuously manufactured
construction product.

The importance of the sampling is underlined by the fact that CPR Annex V explicitly includes
sampling in the work of the notified product certification body under AVCP systems 1 and 1+.

CPR Annex V assigns the task of sampling to the notified bodies in the below cases:

- Sampling for testing as basis for assessment of performance of the construction product
(both AVCP systems 1 and 1+)

- Sampling for audit-testing (only AVCP system 1+).

" This does not exclude the application of “appropriate technical documentation” in accordance with CPR Atrticle 36.
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SCOPE

This paper aims at giving general horizontal guidance to notified bodies regarding how to
conduct and document sampling for testing under AVCP systems 1 and 1+.

Harmonised standards may include specific rules or circumstances to take into account for
specific products. Such provisions shall always be respected and may prevail in case of
conflicts with this guidance.

This horizontal guidance may also be supplemented by specific GNB guidance for specific
products, product families, and/or for specific performance characteristics. Such specific GNB
guidance may include information regarding which basic properties and which stages of the
production process that may have potential to influence the performance of the construction
product.

In this paper, distinction is made between selection and sampling (see Terminology).
Selection is not covered by this paper.

Neither does this paper cover situations where the notified product certification body is

requested to let testing (including sampling) already conducted by another body form basis for
a certificate of constancy of performance.

REFERENCE STANDARD

EN ISO/IEC 17065 should be the preferred accreditation standard® for notified product
certification bodies under AVCP systems 1 and 1+ once EN 45011 is superseded.

In EN ISO/IEC 17085, sampling is considered an “evaluation task” (see note of clause 7.4.3).
Particular attention is drawn to the below clauses:

7.4.1 Plan for the evaluation activities

7.4.2 Assignment of personnel

7.4.3 Availability of information
To meet the requirements of EN ISO/IEC 17065, the notified product certification body needs
to have documented procedures in place covering for example the conduct of sampling

activities (including reporting) and the qualification of personnel conducting sampling.

If sampling activities are subcontracted, a documented procedure for the subcontracting must
be in place.

2 Other accreditation standards, such as ISO 17020 (inspection) and EN ISO/IEC 17021 (management system

certification) can be used as evidence of compliance with requirements of CPR Article 43 in order to be
designated as a notified product certification body. Irrespective of which standard a notified product certification
body is accredited against, the notified product certification body shall also comply with the relevant parts of EN
45011 /1S0 17065
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41

4.2

5.1

6.1

TERMINOLOGY

Selection

Selection is understood as the selection of the part of a product group from which samples
shall be drawn for the purpose of covering the entire group of products.

The purpose of the selection is to ensure that the selected part of the product group is suitable
to represent the product (to be) placed on the market. Normally, a worst-case approach is
applied for the selection.

Sampling

Sampling is understood as the taking of samples from the selected part of the product group.
Sampling is normally done by random within the selected part of the product group (see 4.1).

TRACEABILITY
The sample shall be traceable back to its origin(s) in the production, and to records of tests
and inspections during the production process.

Records of test and inspections during manufacture

The notified product certification body shall verify that records of tests and inspections are
available and that all relevant product and process parameters are in conformity with the
requirements of the harmonised technical specification and the documented FPC system
operated by the manufacturer®.

SAMPLING LOCATION
Some harmonised specifications have provisions regarding the age of samples, sampling
locations etc. Such provisions shall always be respected.

Sampling for assessment of performance

When testing for the purpose of assessment of performance, CPR Annex V does not require
the sampling to be done at any particular location.

Normally, for the purpose of ensuring the traceability (see clause 5) sampling is done at the
manufacturing plant.

3 This verification may be done in connection with an inspection of the manufacturing plant and the factory

production control; not necessarily in connection with the sampling.
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6.2

6.3

6.4

6.5

The notified body may decide to conduct the sampling at other locations only if it can justify
that the traceability is not put at risk”.

Sampling for audit testing

For audit testing, CPR Annex V explicitly requires that the samples shall be taken by the
notified product certification body at the manufacturing plant or at the manufacturer’s storage
facilities.

Non-conforming products

Products marked by the manufacturer as non-conforming shall not be subject to sampling
unless it is specifically justified and with the agreement of the manufacturer.

Sampling directly from the production

With the agreement of the manufacturer, the notified product certification body may choose to
sample directly from the production unit/line and not from the storage facilities. This is an
option for as well assessment of performance testing as audit testing.

To sample directly from the production will often be advantageous:

- Less burdens for the manufacturer as it will not require any opening of larger sales units.

- Possibility to witness the production and thereby obtain detailed and secure ‘real-time’
information about the production process.

- No doubt possible about the origin of the samples.

Notified product certification bodies should however be aware that sampling directly from the
production will only allow for sampling of products from a very limited time span.

Sampling from the manufacturer’s storage facilities

The most common sampling location is the warehouse of the manufacturer. When sampling
from stock, the notified product certification body shall consider if the amount of material
available is sufficient to allow for sampling by random.

The notified product certification body shall verify the origin of any sample with regard to
production unit/line and time of production. The manufacturer’s traceability system may be
used for that verification.

Notified product certification bodies should be aware that they have the full responsibility for ensuring the
traceability of the samples back to their origin.
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6.6

Sampling at other locations

When sampling from other locations than the manufacturing plant or the warehouse/storage
facilities of the manufacturer, the notified product certification body shall pay particular
attention to the verification of the origin of the samples and to the traceability to records of
tests and inspections.

For the purpose of audit testing, sampling from other locations than the manufacturing plant or
the manufacturer’s storage facilities is not allowed.

MARKING OF SAMPLES

All samples to be used for testing purposes need to be suitably marked to allow a subsequent
verification of the identity of samples.

The marking shall be indelible. In particular, if the notified product certification body itself is not
taking care of the transportation, appropriate measures shall be taken to avoid that the
markings are moved to a different sample.

The marking of the samples shall normally at least comprise the below information:
- A unique sampling code or number of the sample
- Date of the sampling

- Signature or initials of the representative of the notified product certification body
conducting the sampling.

NOTE: For the purpose of verification of the identity of the sample, it may be helpful to take a
photo of the sample after marking. Notified bodies should be aware that many manufacturers
have strict rules on the use of cameras at their premises.

SAMPLING SHEET

A sampling sheet shall be filled out during the sampling and shall at least include the following
information:

Manufacturer and manufacturing plant

— Place of sampling

— Traceability information, e.g. date/time of production, production unit, batch number, shift.
— Number or quantity of the samples

— Marking of the product by the manufacturer

— Marking of the samples by the notified body (see clause 7)

— Place and date of the sampling

— Signature of the representative of the notified body
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— Counter signature of the representative of the manufacturer

It may be also be relevant to include the below information:

— stock or batch quantity from which the samples have been taken
— Results of tests and/or inspections during manufacture

— Essential characteristics to be tested

— Photos of the samples taken after marking

SHIPMENT OF SAMPLES

Appropriate measures shall be taken to ensure that the samples are not deteriorated or
changed during the transportation from the sampling location to the laboratory.

The notified product certification body itself may take care of the transportation and thereby
make sure that the samples remain unchanged. Normally, this would only be possible for
samples with a limited physical size or over limited distances.

If shipment of the samples is done by the manufacturer, a clear agreement should be made
with the manufacturer on the below:

- Address of the laboratory (or other agreed location) to which the samples shall be sent

- Time frame for the shipment

TEST REQUISITION

The notified product certification body shall draw up a written requisition for testing®.

The test requisition presumes that the laboratory is assessed by the notified product
certification body as meeting the requirements of CPR Article 43 and that a written agreement
subcontracting agreement has been made.

Moreover, it is presumed that the notified product certification body assumes full responsibility
for the testing and that the agreement of the manufacturer is obtained.

The requisition shall be sent to the laboratory and shall at least include the below:

- A request to verify that the samples received by the laboratory correspond to the
information in the sampling report, in particular with regard to the marking of the sample
(see clause 7), signature of the person who conducted the sampling, and with photos
enclosed with the requisition (if relevant)

- A specification of which tests to conduct

- The time frame for the testing

S Some cerification bodies prefer to combine sampling sheet and test requisition into a single document.
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- That all reporting is sent directly to the notified product certification body
- That the test report shall include reference to the requisition and/or the sampling sheet

For the sake of transparency, the manufacturer should receive a copy of the requisition.

SUBCONTRACTING

According to CPR Annex V, the notified product certification body itself conducts both
sampling and testing. This does however not exclude the possibility to subcontract the
activities to other bodies. Subcontracting shall always be in accordance with CPR Article 45.

Subcontracting can only be done with the consent of the manufacturer and to subcontractors
assessed by the notified product certification body as meeting the requirements of CPR Article
43.

To subcontract sampling, testing or any part thereof to the manufacturer would not be an
option as the manufacturer would not meet the independency requirement of CPR Article
43(3).
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Reporting Test Results For Tempered Glass With Some
Thicknesses Failed In Tests

1. Background

For thermally toughened soda lime silicate safety glass, thermally toughened
borosilicate safety glass, heat strengthened soda lime silicate glass and so on, the
relevant standards describe the fragmentation and the mechanical strength tests. In the
standards the criteria for the assessment of test results are defined to determine the
success or failure of the test specimens. The harmonized European accreditation
standard, EN ISO 17025, and the testing standards explain what to include in the test
reports.

However there are lacunae in standards for reporting several thicknesses in the same
test report and in the same summary report for the test results. There is no problem if
the test results for all the thicknesses in the range tested comply with the requirements
of the relevant standard. Nevertheless, if some of the thicknesses of the product
thickness range fail either in the fragmentation test or in the mechanical strength test,
reporting becomes complicated.

Normally the customers ask for a full test report and a summary page which state that
ali the thicknesses in the range satisfy the requirements of the standards.

What will happen if some of the thicknesses fail in one of the tests? How will the
reporting be done?

In the relevant standards there is no specific explanation for the retesting and reporting
of the thicknesses failed in the tests for the range of several product thicknesses. There
are ambiguities in the following areas:

1) Is a test report to be issued for the first run of tests including the failed test results as
well as the successful test results? A summary of the test results is not to be issued
since there are failures in some test results, isn’t it?

2) How many test specimens for the mechanical strength tests are required for the
second run? The same number of test specimens as in the first run or the total
number of ten (10) specimens for the remaining failed thicknesses?

3) Is it proper to issue a single test report/summary for all test results for the two
batches of test specimens provided that the batch number (or dates) of the
successful specimens are written although delivery date of two batches of test
specimens?

This paper aims to explain how to proceed with testing and reporting in case of failing
thicknesses in either fragmentation test or mechanical strength test.

Page 2 of 5



In this paper, a standard written procedure is being presented for sampling for the
second run of testing and reporting for fragmentation and mechanical strength tests.

2. Scope

This paper aims at giving guidance to notified testing laboratories which are performing
fragmentation and mechanical strength tests. This paper is not intended to describe the
fragmentation and mechanical strength test methods but it aims to describe the testing
and reporting procedure to be followed in cases of failures of some thicknesses of the
product thickness range.

3. Reference Standards

The harmonized European standards for the tempered glasses are as follows:
EN 12150

EN 1863

EN 14179
EN 13024
EN 14321

The mechanical strength test method is described in EN 1288-3 Standard.

In the relevant clauses of the standards the test methods and assessment of test
results are described for both tests..

The harmonized accreditation standard for testing laboratories, EN/IEC/ISO 17025, is
applicable for all testing laboratories for reporting.

4, Procedure

As explained in the previous paragraphs there may be two cases: (1) Failure of some
thicknesses in fragmentation test, (2) Failure of some thicknesses in the mechanical
strength test. The procedures for both cases are described in the following paragraphs.
The only difference between two cases is in the number of test specimens requested
for the second run of testing. In the first case a fixed number of test specimens (5
pieces for each failed thickness) is requested and in the second case the proposed
sampling scheme requests the same number of test specimens delivered for the first
run.

Case 1: Failures in the fragmentation test

1) Reporting the test results:
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The notified testing laboratory will issue a test report only for the failed thicknesses,
separately from the successful thicknesses. The test results for the successful
thicknesses in the first run will be kept in the laboratory files so as to issue another
test report together with the successful thicknesses at the second run.

2) The number of test specimens to be requested for the second test run:
For each failed thickness, five (5) new test specimens are to be requested from the

customer for the new test run.

3) After the second test run:
After performing the fragmentation test for the newly delivered test specimens, a test

report and a summary of the test results will be issued provided that the new test
specimens satisfy the criteria imposed by the standard. In the reports it is important
that the delivery date of the second round test specimens will be given, not the first
delivery date.

4) The notified testing laboratory will keep the data for the failing first run test
specimens in its records. No data regarding the physical properties, delivery date
and test results will be deleted.

Case 2: Failures in the mechanical strength test

1) Reporting the test results:
The same as above.

2) The number of test specimens to be requested for the second test run:
For each failed thickness, the same number of test specimens as the original number of test
specimens delivered in the first run will be requested from the customer for the second test
run.

For example,
Thickness tested # test specimens Test result for the # test specimens
(mm) for mechanical first run for the second run
strength test of mechanical
strength test
4 2 Successful -
6 2 Failed 2 (Not 5)
8 2 Successful -
10 2 Successful -
12 2 Failed 2 (Not 5)
Total 10 - 4 (Not 10)

3) After the second test run:

After performing the mechanical strength test for the newly delivered test specimens, a test
report and a summary of the test results will be issued provided that the new test
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specimens satisfy the criteria imposed by the standard. In the reports it is important that the
delivery date of the second round test specimens will be given, not the first delivery date.

4) The notified testing laboratory will keep the data for the failing first run test
specimens in its records. No data regarding the physical properties, delivery date
and test results will be deleted.

Mehmet Yakut
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8 Reference(s) to any specific article(s) or recital(s) of CPR to which the issue is particularly relevant.
AVCP system(s)

9 Indication of the AVCP system(s) to which to issue relates.
Accreditation standard references

10 | Reference(s) to any specific clause(s) of ISO 17025 (for testing) or ISO 17065 (for certification) to which the issue is relevant
GNB-CPR reference

11 | ifthe issue is dealt with by other GNB guidance, reference is made to documents (position papers) and if possible to specific
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Issue submitted by

12

Name, e-mail address where the submitter can be contacted and date of submission. Signature is not required.

Approval process

TechSec will enter the issue into the Guidance Base and upload. TechSec may suggest changes to the text
submitted before upload.
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status will be indicated as ‘proposal'.
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to all those making comments with an explanation - the SG paper will be considered approved without
further action.

5. If the comments are significant, but not of a fundamental nature, and result in minor changes to the text
then a revised version will be circulated to all those making comments with an explanation — the SG paper
will be considered approved if no responses of a fundamental nature are received within 4 weeks from
those commenting.

6. If the comments are significant and result in significant changes then approval for a revised version will be
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GNB-CPD position paper from SG09 - All harmonized standards
for glass

Calculation of radiation and thermal properties under all specifications for glass (CEN/TC
129)General scope, limitations and aim of this guidance for Notified Bodies

(NBs)

This position paper contains guidance for Notified Bodies (NBs) involved in the attestation of
conformity of the radiation and thermal properties of glass. The purpose is to help NBs work
equivalently and come to common judgments. This guidance contains informative material (which
NBs should or may follow) and/or normative guidance (which NBs shall follow or at least work
equivalently to as circumstances demand).

This guidance is thought necessary to provide clarity and completeness for NBs so that they can
work equivalently. It supplements and makes practical for NBs the harmonized standards,
approved Advisory Group guidance, and Standing Committee guidance in the form of GPs, which
also apply - unless otherwise explicitly stated in this guidance. This position paper should not
contradict nor extend the scope of the work and role of a NB, nor impose additional burdens on the
manufacturer, beyond those laid down in the CPD and the harmonized standards.

This guidance should be considered valid until the relevant standards are amended to include the
guidance (as thought fit by the CEN/TC); or until guidance from Commission, SCC, and AG has
changed on relevant matters. Whereupon, the paper should be considered for withdrawal/revision
and be replaced by new guidance as necessary.

This position paper was considered approved by SG09 on 14 October 2008 and by Advisory Group
on d Mmmm yyyy.

1 Introduction

EN 410:2011 ‘Glass in building - Determination of luminous and solar characteristics of glazing’ is in
part a measurement standard and in part a calculation standard. EN 673:2011 ‘Glass in building -
Determination of thermal transmittance (U value) - Calculation method’ is a calculation method
based on input of the emissivity according to EN 12898:2001 ‘Glass in building - Determination of
the emissivity’. The harmonized Annex ZAs of the standards for glass assign the initial
determination of both radiation and thermal properties as tasks for a notified body (AoC system 3).

Under AoC system 3, the manufacturer requires an initial type testing (TT) report from a notified
body. However, when TT is replaced by initial type calculation (TC), it may be acceptable for the
manufacturer to undertake the calculation, and the notified testing body to verify the calculation
method and validate the input data, as described in Commission Guidance Paper ‘K’ Annex 3
§3.3.2 for structural calculations. SG09 has determined that for calculations relating to the radiation
and thermal properties of glass, a notified body may assess a manufacturer’s product or calculation
procedure and provide an TC report according to either of the following options, at the
manufacturer’s choice.
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2

Option 1: calculation by a notified testing body

The notified testing body may execute the calculations itself and provide an TC report for the
manufacturer.

3

Option 2: Assessment of the software by a notified testing body
and further calculations by the manufacturer-and

i cation | ified tosting bod

The notified testing body may provide an TC report verifying the use of results of calculations
executed and issued under responsibility of the manufacturer, when the following conditions are
fulfilled:

31

3.2

3.3

3.4

3.5

3.6

3.7

3.8

3.9

Verification of accuracy of software/result via TC calculations, to be proposed by the notified testing
body. The make-up of the calculations shall represent the manufacturers product, e.g. normally will
included clear, heat-reflective and solarlvisible-reflective coating families (and possibly laminated family
type). In Annex A, reference spectral data has been supplied and that spectrum at least shall be
evaluated for the validation of the software.

The difference in results (if any) should be evaluated on the reasons why there is a difference (only on
calculation routinesfreference not spectral data assessment)

The choice of software is for the manufacturer. However, if he uses multiple calculation programs, each
program shall be evaluated separately. The notified testing body must be informed which program(s) the
manufacturer has used for the calculations.

Where relevant the calculation shall be done for monolythical and for IG unit. The gas filling
data parameters must be agreed (for IG unit)

On all calculations performed by the notified body and the manufacturer, the input data shall be
consistent. The input data must be a part of the TC report.

The notified testing body shall make the comparison of manufacturer software results and notified
testing body results, which shall be TC report. The version number of the manufacturer’s calculation
program and its date of release shall be given unambiguously to the notified testing body.

If the calculation routines of the program covered by the TC report are modified, the complete
verification procedure must be repeated. Action and responsibility to initiate this lies in the hands of the
manufacturer. The version number of the calculation program shall be reported in the TC report.
However, if only changes to the layout are made, then the verification procedure need not be repeated,
since this is considered to be a non-significant change to the calculation program.

If the manufacturer's calculation program is released for use by third parties, the verification procedure
need not be repeated. For the input data, the normal procedures/agreements between supplier and
clients can be applied.

Validation spectrum is given in annex A.
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Commission Guidance Papers and the Blue Book; then the SG will be instructed to change the paper to
comply and a revised paper circulated.
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1 Introduction

According the glass mandate, evaluation of conformity certification is mandatory
required in case of CE declaration of fire-resistance, bullet resistance and/or explosion
resistance as product to be placed on the market.

This position paper explains the depth of evaluation of conformity certification based on primary
production of AoC-1 components used in IG units that are sold to the market under AoC-1 regime
due to the annex ZA stipulations and in what situations lighter evaluation of conformity certification
could be considered.

Situation 1: primary production of the products AoC-1 classification:

1A Fire resistant glass products : full evaluation based on the relevant hEN
1B Bullet resistant glass products : full evaluation based on the relevant hEN
1C Explosion resistant glass products : full evaluation based on the relevant hEN

Situation 1.A2-1: post-processing of a glass component that has already a fire resistant
property into an IG unit: (TO BE DISCUSS)

In case the component supplier suppert the product to be used in a particular and specified 1G
system then the FPC of the post-processor must be audited based on the implementation of the
EN1279 in relation to the specific instructions of the system supplier. No repeat of fire resistance
ITT is needed for the particular and specified |G system as defined. The fire resistance ITT report
must be present in the CE technical file of the post-processor as well as the description of the
specific and particular configuration. The audit of the FPC focuses then on that AoC-1 specific and
particular configuration to verify that the post-processor handles the supplier scope, materials and
instructions The post processor obtains his own CE certificate of evaluation and has

to issue his own declaration of conformity since the post-processor is putting the product

on the market. The post-processor must have it's own EN1279- 2/3 ITT report on the specifi c and
particular IG system h A
svetensingd. Consequence evaluatlon is only based on lmplementatlon of the gmdance
documents of system supplier with impact on materials, processes and controls. ITT report
on fire resistance as IG unit must be a part of it. ITT on EN1279-2/3 must be done, as normal,
per manufacturer / system description. According to EN 1279 series rules.

In case there is NO system supplier that issues the appropriate ITT on fire resistance as IG unit and
scope of application and guidance of the relevant IG unit configuration/set-up, then the IG
manufacturer is not a post-processor and the normal full rules as Not.Cert.Body are executed
towards fire resistance. Consequence: full evaluation based on EN1279 including fire
resistance as |G unit.

Situation 1.B2-2; post-processing of a glass component that has already a bullet and/or explosion
resistant property into an IG unit:

The post-processor puts the product on the market as bullet/explosion resistant IG glass

according EN1279 and this performance should be declared in DoP. As long clauses of EN1279-5
are respected (placed on non attack sides), it's accepted that the performance of

the anti bullet/explosion glass classification is applied to the IGU. Thus no TT’s need to be done.
The anti bullet/explosion laminate supplier must of course have a valid CE certificate

for his production on AoC-1 level. The AVCP could thus

be done via a statement of the processor rather than an audit on site. The IG unit
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manufacturer must have it's own EN1279 TT’s and FPC installed and also a DoP including these
characteristic with a statement for the installation side. No third part audit neededs.

In case the IG manufacturer wish to change position respect the attack side, then bullet/explosion
TT on the IG unit shall be done but no third part audit is necessary.

Situation 23; post-processing of a glass component that has already a fire resistant
property to a further lamination process-crthermaltreatineniprocess:

In case there is a system supplier that issues the scope of application and guidance of the

relevant (multi-)glass laminates configuration/set-up to this post-processor (internal &

external), then the G line must be audited based on the implementation of the EN14449

and the specific instructions of the system supplier. No repeat of {TT is needed, if the

scope is validated and respected by the (multi-)glass laminates manufacturer without

deviations outside the give scope by the system supplier. The post processor obtains his

own CE certificate of evaluation and has to issue his own declaration of conformity since

the post-processor is putting the product on the market. The post-processor must have it's
classification report based on

own ITT report. Consequence: evaluation is only based on implementation of the guidance
documents of system supplier with impact on materials, processes and controls. T report

on-fireresistance-as |G- unit must be a part of it ITT on EN12543-4 must be done, as normal,
per manufacturer / product family leader for laminated glass product-and-in-case-of thermal

In case there is NO system supplier that issues the scope of application and guidance of

the relevant (multiglass laminates unit configuration/set-up to this post-processor
{nternal-&-externah); then the (multioglass laminates line must be audited based on the

full evaluation and this {muitidglass laminates manufacturer must define it's own ITT

and scope of applications and set-up it's own specific configurations and FPC items

towards fire resistance product implementation of the EN14449. The post processor

obtains his own CE certificate of evaluation and has to issue his own declaration of

conformity since the post-processor is putting the product on the market. The post processor

must have it’'s own EN12543 ITT report Consequence full evaluatlon based on EN
J4449EN42543 —The srrel-pes : ;

the—eeneept—suppher—lf—pesable then the normal fuII AVCPeC1 certlfcatlon shall be done
Consequence: full evaluation based on EN14179 (and EN’s HST).
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