Tightening nameplate rating tolerance below 5%:
Can it be rationally and objectively required In test standards?

G. TamizhMani!, S. Radhakrishnan®2 and B. Shisler? A TUV Rhelnland PTL

ITUV Rheinland PTL, Tempe, Arizona; 2Arizona State University, Mesa, Arizona
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PTL) is an independent, accredited testing laboratory.
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2011-2013 6. CONCLUSIONS
* |If no lower tolerance limit set by the test standards, the demand/supply ratio will certainly dictate the marketplace
Supply nameplate tolerance limit which is not good for the reputation of the industry and the consumers.
>>  Based on the positive nameplate tolerance maintained by the manufacturers since 2011, it is recommended that
Demand the nameplate tolerance in the test standards can easily be tightened below 5%.
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