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Figure 4. Section view (top) and plan view of ventTskin wall 
detail showing materials and sensor placement 
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~igure 5. Measured temperature distributions through ceilings 
for radiant barrier versus standard roof. Both ceilings 
with R-f9 fiberglass insulation, interior space 
unconditioned 
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Measured temperature distributions resulting from hot box 
tests _ single l~yer foil versus R_f9 iiberglass batt 
(see Fig. I} 
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Figure 9, Running resistance calculations from measured concrete 
block vent-skin radiant barrier wall data showing 
effective of time lag on calculation results 
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(0. Measured temperature distributions for vent_skin roof in Orlando, FL, occupied 
residence under design day solar radiation conditions 
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Measured temp~,~"itu~e" distributions of- ,two very similar vent-skin roofs in Orlando, 
FL, showil'lg Variai;iotl, by color differences 

FIELD DATA -CASTLES HOUSE 
DAY 212 

2 4 

EXTERIOR SKIN SURFACE-~"; 

VENT AIR (TOP1-----i----A 

VENT A I R (BOTTOM) --~--M-:;' 

VENT AIR lCENTER1-_M~-J.-~ 

EXTERIOR BLOCK SURFACE 

6 8 10 12 14 16 18 20 22 24 
EASTERN STANDARD TIME 
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Discussion 

J . S,," England:t Washing:t~n' State, Vni've-rs,~,~Y P,~llm~rt: 
eff,~ctiveness _,of :the fO,il, ,reflecta:nce"",;qy~r:, '8, pe:r:*od 

Pleas'e comment on the maintenance of the 
j::ff"ye~i-:s,. 

Fal'fe'}r: ,::~;;,"~'~£t'e,"',,!~",fi'aye': ,heen"U:ri,~bl~, ':t,o,_-pncove,r' ,aVoidence ,whibh ind1c,ates a degredation problem 
with,,'::li:l~irill!ll:'fi")il ,}Jroduct~. }11e ,potel).t,i:itl for,_- dust and dirt deposits on t~e u ... per surface 
of fO,'its :i!lstar.fed in, a> horizonta~,,,posiJ:ion,,does e;lti,st, an& horizontal foils should probably 
be, installed 5'1i,th a reflective surface and airspace facing, down in 'circumstances where dust 
and,d~rtacc~1.11ation may be potentially ,~eve:re. Long ,term (up to 15 years) emissivity tests 
on fUi)-'s installed ,in ha~sh saltwater environments do not s,how significant degredati ons in 
emissi!ity. 

R.H~ Mc~ritire~ DAB Engineering, Logan, UT: Please comment on vapor barrier considerations . 
. . 

P.:W. Fairet: In'"co~,d,' 'climates) the low perm rates of aluminum foil can pose vapor condensation 
prob,l,ems: i~£",c,ar~;f~~s' not taken. Fortunately j the manufacturers of foil faced products usually 
distribl:-te it p,erforated product which can be used under such circumstances. A perforated foil 
p~o,c!~ct,?",~a,s>used in the full-scale tests which are reportedhere. and it appears that the per­
£orati9n~}iaye little:, if any, effect on performance. 
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