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during the short, but often extreme, summer scason. A solar-control low-e window in Dallas performs well in a
completely different way by reducing solar gain during a long cooling season but also reducing heat loss during a
shorter heating scason. We belicve you said it best in your article in the March issuc of Fenestration Magazine when
you wrote, “Unlike computers and home appliances which work pretty much the same regardless of geography and
climate, an cfficient window which is a good choice for Florida may not be the best choice for Minnesota.”

After considering the Encrgy Star proposal, we are vehemently opposcd to the “one size fits all” approach. Not only
would the changes negatively affect energy performance in some situations they would also climinate the popular
pyrolitic or “hard coat” low-c products from mecting Encrgy Star requirements. We recognize that when using
products that meet low U-valucs in the North and low SHGC’s in the South, there will be a decrease in both the
SHGC and the U-value respectively, but this collateral change does not always enhance the energy savings.
Therefore, we have outlined our proposal that we feel would be appropriate in the intercst of the industry and the
‘homeowner.

Effective 1/1/02 U-Value SHGC Product Compliance
Northern Region 835 55 Pyrolitic low-e
(>3500 HDD) MSVD low-¢
MSVD Solar-Control low-e
Central Region 50 .40 Pyrolitic Solar-Control low-¢
(3500-2000 HDD) MSVD Solar-Control low-¢
Southern Region .75 40 Pyrolitic Solar-Control low-¢
(<2000 HDD) MSVD Solar-Control low-e
High-performance gray tinted
Effective 1/1/03 U-Value SHGC Product Compliance
Northern Region .35 295 Pyrolitic low-¢
(>3500 HDD) MSVD low-e
MSVD Solar-Control low-e
Southern Region .50 40 Pyrolitic Solar-Control low-¢
(<3500 HDD) MSVD Solar-Control low-e
High-performance gray tinted

We believe that this approach best achieves a balance of the objectives mentioned before and should be implementec
and sustained.
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Writer's Direct: 215-419-7743
Fax: 215-419-7575
Email: john.siegel@atofina.com

September 28,2001

Mr. Gary Curtis

D&R International

147 Commercial Street NE
Salem, OR 97301

E-mail: garyc@drintl.com
Fax: 503-364-4146

Re: Comments to DOE’s Proposed Revisions to En‘emy Star Window Criteria

Dear Mr. Curtis:

As the North American Chemical Division of the world’s 4™ largest energy company, TotalFinaElf, as well as a lo
time leading supplier to the fenestration and construction industries, ATOFINA Chemicals (ATOFINA) is and has alw
been a strong proponent of technology and products that promote energy efficiency. In this regard, ATOFINA is v
concerned about the adverse energy conservation impact of the DOE's proposed revisions to the Energy Star Winc
and Door Program, as outlined in William Noel’s letter of August 31, 2001 (*DOE Proposal”). In fact, a series
RESFEN 3.1 calculations for various “Central” and “Northern” zone cities indicates that the DOE Proposal wc
significantly increase overall annual home energy usage and CO, emissions in these regions. This impact is in di
opposition to the Energy Star Program’s stated mission “to identify and promote energy-efficient products, in orde
reduce carbon dioxide emissions.”

Therefore, ATOFINA strongly supports the position and proposal offered by the “Three Glass Manufacturers” in
attached document. We urge you to implement their recommendations in lieu of the current DOE Proposal.

incerely,

~
hn D. Siegel
lobal Business Manager, Flat Glass Coatings
Additives
cc: William Noel

Manager, ENERGY STAR Program

US Department of Energy

Office of Building Technology, State and Community Programs
1000 Independence Ave., SW

Room 5E-098 EE042

Washington, D.C. 20585

e-mail: william.noel@hg.doe.gov

fay: 202-586-1233
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Albert F. Lutz, Jr.

Dircctor

Technical Service & Product Development
Flat Glass Sales and Marketing

Flat Glass Products

September 19,2001

Mr. Gary Curtis

D & R International

147 Commercial Strect, NE
Salem, OR 97301

Dear Mr. Curtis,

As the largest float glass producer in North America and the largest supplier to the residential market with over 309
of our production devoted to this segment; PPG has a considerable interest in the proposed Energy Star changes.

As you recall, PPG Industries was a founding father of the Energy Star program back in March of 1998 and was
proud to attend the press conference given by U.S. Secretary of Energy, Frederico Pena. At that time, we belicved
that the program would bring valuc to the window industry and was an casy and credible way for builders and
consumers to recognize energy saving products within their climate zone. I believe you said it best in your article i
the March 1998 issue of Fencstration Magazine when you wrote, “The average window buyer, whether he or she is
builder or homeowner, doesn’t know what all those things (U-factor, R- value, SHGC, etc.) mean and doesn’t have
the time or interest to figure them all out.”

We are pleased to provide these comments on your recent proposal to effect changes to the Energy Star Window
Program. We offer them believing that the principle objectives should be:

o Optimizing glazing choice to conserve cnergy

Streamlining and simplifying the climate zone application

Recognizing real climate differences which in turn translates into offering different glazing choices
Recognition of industry products, current technology, and supply chains

Achieve consistency with local codes

‘We would also add that we are ecngaged with other members of the glass industry to develop a formal responsc so
will have the benefit of the industry’s consensus view.

Your proposed changes, while positive in terms of simplifying the climate zones, go too far, and overlook the fact
that there arc real and significant climate differences within the United Statcs, and that these should translate into
climate specific glazing products. We belicve that in the heating dominated states in the North, a lower U-value
should be the paramount concern. Similarly, in the cooling dominated states in the South, solar control, measured |
the SHGC, should be the lead criteria. Of course, since the industry’s low-¢ products have, to varying degrees,
spectrally selective properties, they can offer both heat loss reduction and solar control. A low-e window in
Minneapolis, for example, provides most of it’s benefit during the long cold winters, but also reduces solar gain
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September 28, 2001

Mr. Gary Curtis

D & R International

147 Commercial Street, N.E.
Salem, OR 08301

Dear Gary,

Over the past few weeks, the Primary Glass Manufacturers Council has coordinated an indu
review and several conference calls among the six primary glass manufacturers operating in
United States. The discussions have focused on the proposed changes to the Energy Star®
Windows program, as well as on the available data to support these changes. As we conside
the technical and marketing issues related to the proposal within a very short time frame, it
became clear that the best approach would be for each company to respond to you directly.

PGMC has supported the use of energy efficient glass in both residential and commercial
construction, and we will continue to push for the expansion of these products in the markety
As you continue forward with your program, please feel free to call upon us as a resource.

Sincerely,

/

Vallres .
Valerie Block
Technical Director

SW Wanamaker Drive, Suite A ¢ Topeka, Kansas 66614-532] (785) 271-0208 * Fax: (
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Gary Curtis

D&R International

147 Commercial Street NE
Salem, Or 97301

Dear Gary:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the proposed ENERGY STAR® window specilications for
2002 and 2003 and to present some of the impacts we believe they will have on the new construction and
retrofit energy efficiency programs in Pacific Gas and Electric Company’s service territory.

PG&E has been a large supporter of ENERGY STAR® for many reasons. One of the major reasons is that
that the ENERGY STAR® label provides consumers with an easy way to identify and to select an energ;
efficient fenestration product that meets their need. It is PG&E’s intention to continue to do so even if the
ENERGY STAR® criteria cannot be used as programmatic requirements.

As to the proposed ENERGY STAR® window specifications for 2002 and 2003, the following arc PG&E’s
comments:

- PG&E supports the proposed 2002 window specification of a U-factor of 0.40 or lower
and a SHGC of 0.40 or lower. They are consistent with the present specifications required
in both our residential new construction and retrofit window programs. These specifications
have brought about an incentive for a broad variety of manufacturers to manufacture products
for these residential markets.

- PG&E does not support the lowering of the U-factor to 0.35 or lower.
We believe the 0.35 U-factor or lower proposed for the 2003 window specification will 1)
cause home builders to choose an alternate package with other measures in order to meet
California’s Title 24 requirements and avoid having high performance windows as part of
their compliance package, 2) make it very difficult for builders to meet the new ENERGY
STAR® Homes requirements because of cost and product availability, 3) increase the cost of
the home, with a cost which cannot be offset by energy saving, thus decreasing the
marketability of builder projects, and 4) create a demand for products that are not readily
available.

- The three ENERGY STAR® climate bands do not allow the nceded flexibility for
California’s diverse climate (16 climate zones). PG&E has had a very positive response
from consumers installing windows with the present specifications in their retrofit products
and from builders constructing ENERGY STAR® Homes. We have found that it is important t
offer choices for market actors to accomplish their energy efficiency building requirements,
because we have such a diverse number of climate zones compared to the three national
ENERGY STAR® Climate Bands. I the energy efliciency goals are to be accomplished for
northern and central California, builders, remodelers, and the manufacturers providing
products cannot be restricted to "one-size-fits-all" set of criteria.

Thank you again for this opportunity. If you have any questions regarding our position on these proposed
window specifications, please contact me at 415-973-8235.
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Gary Curtis

D&R International

147 Commercial Street NE
Salem OR 97301

September 21, 2001

Dear Gary:

The Northwest Energy Efficiency Alliance is pleased to comment on DOE’s proposed changes
to the ENERGY STAR Windows specifications. The Alliance has had significant success using
ENERGY STAR to transform the windows market in the Northwest (Oregon, Washington, Idaho
and Montana). Our regional market share of windows with U=0.35 or better is close to 66%.

In light of that, we have no issues with the proposed Step 1, essentially because it does not affect
our region. It leaves in place the previous specifications. We also support adding new criteria for
unglazed doors. We do not an inconsistency in the cover letter and the attachment concerning
whether door criteria are added in Step 1 or 2. This needs to be clarified.

As for Step 2, we are not certain that this is the best approach for the country as a whole ,
although it certainly makes it easier from a marketing and selection point of view. Nonetheless
we would not resist such a change as long as the U-factors for windows and skylights set for the
nation do not exceed those currently in place for the Northern Region. In other words, we would
not support losing ground in the North to accommodate a weaker national specification. We
support using the minimum U-factors as the basis for the national specification.

The cover letter also does not clearly state that the 3 zone boundaries will be adjusted in Step 1.
However, the notes to the map in the Attachment state that these adjustments will happen under
“Option 1”. We also assume Option 1 here means Step 1. Some consistency here would help as

well.

Thanks you for the opportunity to comment. We look forward to the next round.

Sincerely,

J Dﬁn Jennings
Senior Project Coordinator





[image: image11.png]ANDERSEN CORPORATION
October 2, 2001

Gary Curtis

D & R International

147 Commercial Street NE
Salem, OR 97301

RE: DOE Proposcd Changes to the Energy Star Windows Program

Dear Gary:

In reference to the August 31, 2001 Proposed Changes to the Energy Star Windows Program, we have ha
discussions with both you and other window manufacturers on this proposal. Some of the members of
WDMA were interested in formulating a single organizational response to these proposed changes.
However, given your need for prompt responses to your proposal and the amount of time it may take for
WDMA to formulate a consensus organization response, we have decided to write to formally
communicate Andersen’s position on this issue.

We recognize the need for program changes in light of national energy code changes that render the curre
Energy Star criteria less stringent than that required by the 1998 or 2000 International Energy Conservati
Code (IECC) in particular geographic regions of the US. As a long time participant and supporter of the
Energy Star Windows Program, we have reviewed the August 3 1* DOE proposed changes and offer the
following comments.

While the goal of a single national set of criteria provides simplicity to the program, there are challenges
sctting such criteria that are logical and substantiated. Because of these challenges, we fecl the only
change that should be made to the program at this time is to adopt the proposed Step 1 criteria.
Additionally, we request an implementation time of 9 months after formal adoption of the new criteria for
manufacturers to update product labels, literature ctc. with an effective date no earlier than July of 2002.

One way to simplify the Energy Star Windows Program would be to consider rewarding products that me
the Encrgy Star criteria in all regions with additional recognition, such as by allowing those products to b
labeled with only the Energy Star logo and the phrase “meets requirements in all regions” or similar. Thi
would allow these types of products to remove the large US map required on all current Energy Star
compliant products.

We appreciate the opportunity to provide our comments on your program. We have enjoyed our past

participation in the Energy Star Windows Program and look forward to our continued participation.

Best regards,

Mark T. Mikkelson
Andersen Corporation

c.c. GStone/BBR & S

e e N R N MBS OTAS 200321006 651220425150
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Step 2 (proposed to be effective 1/1/03)

1. The proposed single standard of a .35 U-Factor and .40 SHGC for 2003 for all
regions of the country is only viable if you ask Congress to repeal the
weather. This standard will bring development to a grinding halt. It will
increase the use of natural gas, heating oil and electricity in the central and
northern climates to cover the incremental loss of passive solar heat gain.

2. The retesting costs will be in the millions.

3. Hard coat low emissivity products will be eliminated, and the industry simply
does not have the MSVD coating capacity to meet the demand for solar
control products. If one of the purposes of this change is to eliminate gas
filling, this will be counterproductive since the industry is working hard to
improve the quality and long term reliability of gas filled units. Gas filling
allows a more diverse range of products to meet the current standards.

4. Last year we supported the California initiative of a .36 SHGC (for the glass)
in their high desert region without having a product to supply customers.
Because it was the right thing to do, we felt that we could ultimately have a
product (it is in LBNL peer review now) in the future, and that such a product
would have a positive effect on the energy efficiency of this area.

5. The use of one product makes manufacturing, fabrication and education
much easier for all of us. This practical issue may be getting in the way of
achieving Energy Star’s function of improving energy efficiency. Our industry
has the flexibility and technology to provide appropriate energy efficiency, and
it should be up to all of us to provide to performance standards, which
maximize energy savings.

After consideration of the Energy Star proposed standards, we completely
disagree with the recommended standards, and respectfully recommend that
now is the time to make a fundamental change in approach. We remain
available to discuss these issues with you at any time.

Sincerely,

B e Yol





[image: image13.png]even greater energy reauction. Following the introauction of Energy star
standards, AFG developed a family of 3 products, which mirrored the
performance standards of the Energy Star map. We called our products
‘appropriate” performing products because they maximize the consumer’s abilit,
0 enjoy passive solar —free — heat gain in the north, solar reflectance in the
south and a balanced product which met all Energy Star requirements for all
regions of the country.

The flat glass industry has had a long history of competitively driven advances i
serving our customers and our nation with energy efficient products. These
nclude the introduction of dual-glazed insulating units, tinted glass, high
performance reflective products for the commercial market and the first
generation of low emissivity coatings almost two decades ago. Insulated glass
now has a market share of over 90% and low emissivity glass is used in over
10% of all windows manufactured in the U.S. This was all accomplished withou
direct intervention or support in our markets.

Ne have a number of concerns about the proposed standards.

Step 1 (proposed to be effective 1/1/02)

. We believe that the adjustments you have made to the performance map are
reasonable, appropriate and fair. By moving up the central section and
reducing the northern area, you have also made the importance of passive
solar heat gain even more relevant in the new northern region. To not specif
a SHGC is counter productive and will permit solar control coatings to be
marketed in areas where their use will increase energy consumption. We
recommend a high AHGC to maximize the contribution of free passive solar
energy.

. In the central region, the reduction of the SHGC from .55 to .40 is likewise
unreasonably restrictive for two reasons: 1) It virtually eliminates hard coat
products from this market, and 2) projects that the passive solar benefits of
Chicago are the same as the solar control benefits of Miami. The elimination
of hard coat products will require window manufacturers using these product:
(provided by AFG and our competitors) to retest their producis at a significan
cost which will probably be passed along to consumers without any additiona
product value.

. By limiting the southern region to primarily the Gulf Coast and Florida, the U-
Factor of .75 is simply irrelevant. Heating is a minor cost in these areas; for
example, a laminated solar control coating in a single glazed unit is
considerably more effective that the current single glazed units so popular in
this market. Plus, the laminated panel meets the Florida code for hurricane
safety. By using a laminated solar control unit, you lose the emissivity value
of the coating while retaining its solar reflective function thereby creating a
very efficient product, which would be outside of the proposed (and existing)
etandard Thic ie the tvne of etandard that we helieve ie catinternrod ictive to
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September 17, 2001

Mr. Gary Curtis

D & R International

147 Commercial Street NE
Salem, OR 97301

Dear Mr. Curtis:

AFG Industries is the second largest float glass manufacturer in North America
and the largest suppliers to the domestic fenestration market with over 25% of
our total production in flat glass being dedicated directly to the U.S. window and
door market (see attached chart). Additionally, we are a major supplier to the
laminators, temperers and insulators who also supply the residential market.

We have been an early and strong advocate of energy efficiency to
manufacturers, builders/remodelers and consumers through a wide breadth of
technologies and products. We supported the concept of Energy Star from the
beginning as a meaningful tool in providing structure and information to our
industry and the national objective of reducing energy consumption. We have
encouraged our customers to participate in the Energy Star program and
promoted it in our advertising, literature, training presentation and web site.

This support does not mean that we have not had reservations about some of the
fundamental performance measurements used by Energy Star to forward our
common objectives. Technically, our most important concern is that the use of
U-Factor and SHGC which measure the independent values of insulation and
solar reflection, do not attach the core issue of total energy savings in any given
climate. Lawrence Berkley National Laboratories developed the RESFEN
program and recently upgraded the software which allows — free — the ability to
determine total, annual energy savings. While U-Factor is a meaningful tool in
determining winter energy savings and SHGC for summer air condition savings,
they are not effective in annualizing the savings that should be our national goal
since they are stand alone measurements.

The proposed standards outlined in both steps #1 and #2 are pushing the
industry in the direction of only offering sputter coated products. The elimination
of “hard” coated products, and potentially gas filling, will limit future development
of technologies outside of this “soft coat” envelope, reduce competition to
develop these new products and reduce our industry’s ability to contribute to

AFG INDUSTRIES INC.

CORPORATE HEADOUARTERS - PO. BOX 920 KINGSPORT TN TISA 37667 (4723) 2207300 FAX (472 2207711 Formaile rooer kanmnad@afe o
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Marvin cannot support step two in either content or timing. Ifa second change can be
justified it should reassess the criteria for all areas and be based on actual products sold
and how they would change rather than on computer models using program values that
do not reflect real life products. Savings generated on a computer program have very
little to do with what happens if changes in actual product sold are not addressed.

Finally in support of keeping the program simple Marvin cannot agree with the alternate
requirements for door products. We recommend that the heading in step one be clarifiec
so that all doors glazed and unglazed be included. Energy Star does not change the
requirements dependent on fixed or operable windows as they do across the border and
believe doing so would open the door excuse the pun to all types of possible exceptions.

In closing Marvin appreciates this opportunity to participate in this process and offer ou
help in working through these and possible future issues. I have not included many
actual values to support my positions but again offer to do so at any time.

Sincerely,
oy
Lumes &

/" James C. Krahn

Marvin Windowe and Doore
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Gary Curtis
D&R International 147 Commercial Street NE
Salem, Oregon 97301

Dear Gary:

This is to confirm our phone conversations over the last couple of weeks in response to
the proposed Energy Star revisions received from Bill Noel.

This is the official Marvin response but as reported this is consistent with positions
developed during conference calls with several other manufacturers. Those
manufacturers may also send in individual responses. We are attempting to generate an
Association response from WDMA but timing may not permit that to arrive in time so
these individual responses are back-up to that documentation.

My recommendation is that any program promoted by DOE be technically accurate and
defensible and has the potential of saving energy. While I agree that the program should
be simple that should not be the driving force. Reachable benchmarks must be
established which encourage manufacturers to improve products that will actually reach
the market and save energy. Having said that I offer the following recommendations.

Marvin’s recommendation is that there be only one, well reviewed revision, as multiple
changes only add unnecessary costs for the manufacturer and confusion for the user.

HDD days of (< 2000 HDD), (2000 6000 HDD), and (>6000 HDD). I do not know if
DOE and EPA areona mandated mtroducnon/announcement schedule but would reque<

While Marvin offers and sells products with SHGC’s higher than 0.40 we understand the
trying to tune requirements to exactly reflect performance by geographic location would
sure take the program out of the simple category. Calculations indicate that in some arez
these products outperform those complying with the established Energy Star ratings.
Marvin and other manufactures will continue to offer these products even though they ar
not Energy Star products in applications where energy calculations assure us that they ar
in fact saving energy.

‘Warroad. Minnesota 56763-0100 218-386-1430





[image: image17.png]through reduced energy costs within the life of the home. AS a MANUACIUICT We 1OVE =
additional per unit price that accompanies the value added materials and / or featur
required to satisfy stringent U-Factor requirements, but not at the cost of stifli
economic activity during a period where nationally we are already on unsure econom
footing... we have people and plants that need to stay active.

Given that replacement window sales amount to ~65% of the total market, providil
incentives for energy efficient window upgrades to existing homes would be a high
impactful alternative that would avoid slamming the brakes on the home buildi
industry.

Secondly, the DOE is not emphasizing the structural benefits of aluminum as a prima
material in fenestration products. In our efforts to improve energy efficiency we shou
not allow structural integrity in the Southern region to be sacrificed — especially in t
Atlantic and Gulf coast states where structural requirements are necessary o res
hurricanes.

Thank you for your consideration, and I ask that you feel free to contact me or any otk
southern aluminum window manufacturer to get perspectives other than the purely vir
interest that seem to be exerting a disproportionate and unhealthy amount of influen
today.

Regards,

WAL

Robert E. Burns

Chief Operating Officer

Atrium Companies, Inc.

1341 West Mockingbird, Suite 1200W
Dallas, TX 75247

214-630-5757 x1105
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Ar. Gary Curtis

&R International

47 Commercial Street NE
jalem, OR 97301

October 4, 2001

Dear Mr. Curtis:

My name is Robert Burns. 1 am the Chief Operating Officer of Atrium Companies, Inc.
We are headquartered in Dallas, TX with operations in (by order of volume — highest
first): Texas, North Carolina, Pennsylvania, Arizona, Colorado, Washington state,
California, Connecticut, Alabama and Massachusetts. We are a vertically integrated
manufacturer and distributor of both aluminum (45%) and vinyl (55%) windows and
patio doors. In unit terms we are the largest window manufacturer in the United States.
Our annual sales this year will be approximately $540,000,000 and we have over 5,000
employees.

1 am writing specifically to state my concern in regard to what I am sure is a well-
intended, but nevertheless misguided and under-informed fury of legislative activity in
the fenestration industry. I pointed out that Atrium survives by attempting to maintain a
balance within a portfolio of both vinyl and aluminum divisions... we are as unbiased as
a manufacturer can be.

Our contention is that both vinyl and aluminum products cover different regional needs
for structural integrity and energy efficiency very effectively. We also understand that
today’s highly visible national emphasis on energy conservation can be a great thing, if
properly guided. However, recently the dramatic emphasis shift in the South away {rom
SHGC (solar heat gain co-efficient) to both SHGC and U-Factor is clearly a step in the
wrong direction. This emphasis is going to cause a very negative result in one or two of
the following manners.

First, the U-Factor emphasis (which we acknowledge is critically important in Northern
and high elevation areas of the country) is going to drive enormous cost to the Southem
US builder and the homebuyer. These costs arc never going to be financially recoverable

AR e A s





[image: image19.png]FACTORY DIRECT SINCE 1953

WINDOWS - SIDING PATIO ROOMS

September 27, 2001

William Noel, Program Manager, Energy Star
U.S. Department of Energy

c/o Gary Curtis

D&R International

147 Commercial Street NE

= Salem, OR 97301

Re: Proposed Revisions: Energy Star Windows
& VINYL REPLACEMENT

Winpows

Dear Mr. Curtis;

As a partner in the Energy Star Window program, we have a vested interest in
promoting and selling energy efficient products. Thank you for the opportunity to
comment on the proposed revisions to the Energy Star Windows program.
® SToRM DOORS &
We also have a vested interest in ensuring that the program recognizes the benefit of a
wide range of energy efficient products that are available and used throughout the
market today.

Winoows

Through our involvement and success in promoting and marketing Energy Star
Windows, we believe that the current DOE proposal for Phase I and Phase II is

5 PATIO & ENTRY DOORS unacceptable. While we acknowledge the need to bring the Energy Star Windows
program in line with existing energy codes, the current program goes oo far.
Specifically, we believe that the current program will exclude the use of window
products that are technically proven to be energy efficient products.

On that basis, we are writing to support and endorse the attached proposal from

8 VINVSipiNG AND Te Pilkington North America, AFG and PPG. As stated, these three glass manufacturers
represent over 60% of the glass sold into the residential market including a wide range
of energy efficient products.

Based on the merits of the attached proposal in addition to our market knowledge and
promotion of Energy Star windows, we recommend that DOE adopt the proposal as
outline in the attached. To exclude the recognition of energy efficient products within
the Energy Star Window program is not appropriate to the overall desire to reduce
energy demand and reduce energy costs

& PATIO RoOMS &

PorcH ENCLOSURES

o Thanks for the opportunity to comment on this. Again, we recommend serious
consideration and adoption of the attached proposal.

President

1612 COMMERCE DRIVE B SOUTH BEND, INDIANA 46628
PH: (219) 233-6300 B (888)321-7300 M FX:(219) 233-6304
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‘We believe that the .35 “U” factor may have been selected based on good judgment but not
based on scientific data. The scientific data may suggest a number much higher in some
climates and much lower in others. It may also suggest that going below an optimum number
may not yield the energy savings we desire as a country. For example, if we are to use a standard
1.G. with Low E to achieve a “U” factor of “X,” it may require a third lite of glass to reduce it to
.35. The third lite of glass if needed will require energy to produce this glass at the rate of
11,000 Btu’s per Ib. of glass. Since glass is a heavy material (1/8” glass weighs 1.62 Lbs. /SF.)
and it takes a lot of energy to produce glass, the embodied energy of the product is substantially
increased. This embodied energy may exceed over 300,000 BTU’s for a residential window
with 1/8” glass. In commercial windows the embodied energy may be twice as much.

Do we then have a proper rate of return for this additional consumption of energy for
making glass? Heavier glass may also require heavier framing for additional embodied energy
in the product. Our point therefore is that we need to scientifically consider embodied
energy as one of the factors when deciding on the “U” factor. There may be an optimum “U”

factor beyond where we are at a point of no return. Is that number .35? We do not think
so.

Secondly, a .35 “U” factor may not be appropriate in cool dominated markets such as Florida anc
desert regions of Southern California and Arizona etc.

“SHGC”

Once again, it is our assertion that the number should be based on scientific data. SHGC
products sometimes reduce the amount of daylight to the interior that makes it necessary to use
additional supplemental lights in the room thereby consuming more energy. Secondly, we need
the SHG in extreme northern climates whereas it is not desired in hot climates.

Is it proper then to have a single SHGC for the entire United States?

‘We believe that the current Energy Star program with three regions and with different
“U” factors and “SHGC” numbers is the proper way to go. We also believe that as we
continue to reduce these requirements beyond a point of no return for energy, we are
defeating the Energy Policy Program. The increased cost of products may also hinder the
use of these products, which will be counter productive.

‘We hope that you will consider this input in the spirit it is intended, without prejudice to any
company, state or federal governments and for that matter any fenestration materials. Thank you
for your consideration.

Sincerely,
Phil Linquist Yy
‘Windowmaster Products
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September 28, 2001.

Fax: (503) 364-4146
Mr. William Noel, Program Manager,
Energy Star Windows Program,
U.S. Department of Energy.
c/o Mr. Gary Curtis,
D&R International,
147 Commercial Street NE,
Salem, OREGON, 87301 E-mail: windows@drintl.com

RE: PROPOSED REVISIONS: ENERGY STAR WINDOWS
Dear Mr. Curtis:

As a partner in the Energy Star Window program, we have a vested interest in promoting and
selling energy efficient products. Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the proposed
revisions to the Energy Star Windows program.

We also have a vested interest in ensuring that the program recognizes the benefit of a wide range
of energy efficient products that are available and used throughout the market today.

Through our involvement and success in promoting and marketing Energy Star Windows, we
believe that the current DOE proposal for Phase | and Phase Il is unacceptable. While we
acknowledge the need to bring the Energy Star Windows program in line with existing energy
codes, the current program goes too far. Specifically, we belisve that the current program will
exclude the use of window products that are technically proven to be energy efficient products.

On that basis, we are writing to support and endorse the attached proposal from Pilkington North
America, AFG and PPG. As stated, these three glass manufacturers represent over 60% of the
glass sold info the residential market including a wide range of energy efficient products.

Based on the merits of the attached proposal in addition to our market knowledge and promotion
of Energy Star windows, wa recommend that DOE adopt the proposal as outlined in the attached.
To exclude the recognition of energy efficient products within the Energy Star Windows program is
not appropriate to the overall desire to reduce energy demand and reduce energy costs

Thanks for the opportunity to comment on this. Again, we recommend serious consideration and
adoption of the attached proposal

Sincerely,

JD:jmn. (JD/Lets/EnarStar)

Address 3410 White Oak Road, Londan, Onterio Canada NGE 229
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October 2, 2001

William Noel

U.S. DepOartment of Energy
o/o Gary Curtis

D&R International

147 Commercial Street NE
Salem, OR 97301

Re: Proposed Revisiens: Energy Star Windows
Dear Mr. Curtis;

As a partner in thé Energy Star Windows program, we would like to ensure that the original purpose of th
program is kept intact, and not changed to make things easier for a select few suppliers and manufacturer:
The whole purpose of the program is to make it easier for a heme owner or builder to choose the correct
windows for their area. It is very possible that if the proposed revisions are enacted the program will
recommend windows that are more expensive than what is needed, or the wrong window for the purchaser
area, rasing costs unnecessarily.

If costs are raised this will keep a large number of people from upgrading their homes to make it more
energy efficient, The whole purpose of the program is to educate, inform and make easier the decision to
upgrade American homes. In eliminating the three regions, we would be eliminating people's ability to
choose the most energy-efficient window for their home.

The Energy Star Windows program is designed to gét people to insulate and purchase the correct
energy-efficent products for their homes, in tumn using less fuel and creating less pollution. If we raise the
cost of improving the average above what the average person can afford then what will be done? The
answer is nothing. Some of the recent energy-saving advancements raise the cost of 2 window
considerably with very little, if any, pay back in savings.

Also as the program is written at this time it leaves out two very good ways to conserve energy- storm
windows and storm doors. A storm window is the best bang for your buck in the war on energy loss. A
storm window effectively takes a single glaze window and makes it a double, and makes a double a triple.
But yet this is not even recognized by the program.

15 the program aimed at saving fossil fuels or not? Is the program interested in cutting pollution or not? O:
is the program being run by a small group of businesses for their benefit? These are questions that are
being asked. This program could use some scientific input as to what are the best energy-conserving
products compare to payback for the consumer. The old T.V.A. program was not far off this point.

Lets not loose sight of the original conﬁt of the Energy Sw.
=z <

Matthew C. Lamb
Engineering Manager
The Pacesetter Corporation

4343 South 96th Street  Omaha, Nebraska 68127-1283  (402) 331-9400
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September 28, 2001

Mr. Gary Curtis

D & R International

147 Commercial Street NE

Salem, OR 97301

E-mail: garyc@drintl.com

Fax: 503.364.4146

Re: Comments to DOE’s Proposed Revisions to Energy Star Window Criteria

Dear Mr. Curtis:

I have been authorized to express the following comments on behalf of Pilkington North

America, Inc., PPG Industries, Inc. and AFG Industries, (referred to in this letter for simplicity as

the “ Three Glass Manufacturers” or “TGM”) to the two-step changes that have been proposed to

the criteria for the Energy Star Window and Door Program as outlined in William Noel’s letter of

August 31, 2001 (“DOE Proposal”). Consistent with our e-mail exchange, I appreciate your

willingness to receive and consider these comments through September 28, 2001.

As you know Gary, all Three Glass Manufacturers have been directly involved in various

discussions on revisions to Energy Star Windows. As background for this level of interest, the

TGM represent over 60% of the glass sold into the residential market, including a wide range of

energy efficient products.

The TGM have reviewed the Step 1 and Step 2 proposed revisions to Energy Star

Windows and have achieved a technical consensus that DOE’s proposed revisions are not

beneficial and, therefore, the TGM urges DOE to consider the alternative proposals which are

outlined in the attached Appendix. The consensus reached by the TGM regarding the proposed

revisions is as follows.

Step 1 of DOE’s Proposal is unacceptable. It will increase energy consumption and

contrasts significantly from the International Energy Conservation Code (“IECC) relative to the

2000 HDD line for the “Central” geographical region of the United States. September 28, 2001

Page 2

As an alternative, the TGM proposes a Step 1 revision that will result in energy savings

and be consistent with the IECC relative to energy conservation requirements and geographical

divisions.

Regarding Step 2 of the DOE’s proposal, the TGM is opposed to the single U-factor /

SHGC limit for the entire USA. Whereas, such an approach can easily be applied to household

appliances, it is simply unrealistic and, quite frankly, detrimental as a vehicle to promote energy

conservation and the use of renewable energy sources in the diverse weather environments found

across the United States.

We would particularly encourage DOE to reconsider its proposal to apply the IECC’s

most severe, southern region SHGC of 0.40 throughout all climatic regions of the United States.

The application of such a SHGC limit value in the central U.S. and all of the northern U.S. is

completely unjustified by any technical or engineering analysis. In that regard, the IECC imposes

no such SHGC limitation on any region above 3,500 HDDs. Moreover, our calculations show

that adherence to step 2 of DOE’s Proposal will actually result in an increase in energy

consumption in the north and central regions of the United States. Our calculations show that a

typical new home in the northern region (above 6000 HDDs) will experience an annual reduction

in energy consumption of 2.3 million Btu’s if windows having a U-factor of 0.35 and a SHGC of

0.50 are used, rather than windows having a 0.35 U-factor and a 0.40 SHGC as outlined in step 2

of the DOE Proposal. Similarly, a new home in the central region (between 3500 and 6000

HDDs) would experience an annual reduction of energy usage of 1.1 million Btu’s.

DOE’s Step 2 Proposal is also completely inconsistent with the Congressional mandate

resulting in the creation of the Energy Star Program. The Congressional objective is to increase

energy efficiency and reduce the Country’s dependence on non-renewable sources of energy.

The adoption of a national SHGC of 0.40 will not advance either objective. While the 0.40

SHGC limit may reduce peak load demands during a few extreme days of heat in the summer, it

will only do so at the expense of a significant increase in overall energy consumption throughout

the remainder of the year.

As a result of the overall energy consumption increase, the TGM are completely and

uniformly opposed to the second step of DOE’s Proposal. It is not supported in any manner by

the requirements of the IECC. Indeed, it has no technical justification at all. It will result in an

increase in energy usage in the north and central regions of the United States. At the same time,

it will reduce the benefits that can be derived from passive solar heat gain through the widows by

homeowners in the central and northern regions of the United States. The TGM urges DOE to

adopt our Step 2 proposal as set out in the attached Appendix. September 28, 2001
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The TGM’s proposals also meet or exceed all changes resulting from the adoption of

Title 24 in California and the requirements of the IECC. They are technically sound and

accomplish the twin objectives of the Energy Star Program, namely, energy conservation and

encouraging the use of renewable energy sources.

We urge you to adopt the changes to the program articulated in the attached Appendix. If

there remains major opposition from window manufacturer’s regarding the proposed changes

within the program over the next 15 months, then DOE should re-open the comment period

relative to the second step of its proposal. If DOE is unwilling to extend the time necessary to

hear additional industry concerns respecting the second step of its proposal, the TGM urges DOE

to consider the TGM second step as articulated in the attached

Very truly yours,

Thomas S. Zaremba, on behalf of:

Pilkington North America, Inc., by Paul M. Gore

PPG Industries, Inc., by Al Lutz, and

AFG Industries, Inc. by Thomas J. Mewbourne

cc: William Noel,

Department of Energy

Office of Building Technologies

1000 Independence Ave., SW

Room 5E-098 EE042

Washington D.C. 20585

e-mail: william.noel@hq.doe.gov

fax: 202.586.1233

September 28, 2001
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APPENDIX

Step 1 - Change in Energy Star Criteria

U-factor SHGC

Northern Region 0.35 Any > 6000 HDD

Central Region 0.40 0.55 3500 - 6000 HDD

Southern Region 0.50 0.40 < 3500 HDD

U-factor and SHGC values represent maximum values

Step 2 - Change in Energy Star Criteria

U-factor SHGC

> = 3500 HDD 0.35 Any

< 3500 HDD 0.50 0.40

U-factor and SHGC values represent maximum values

41827_1

From: Noznesky, Douglas [DNoznesky@stanleyworks.com]

Sent: Thursday, September 27, 2001 3:54 PM

To: Maureen Kuhlman

Subject: RE: Proposed criteria changes for ENERGY STAR

To Whom It May Concern:

We feel that the current proposal for windows and doors is acceptable.

However, there are some issues which have not been completely addressed for

doors:

-The Energy Star two phase proposal is too confusing.  We would like to see

the intermediate step removed and the final  step moved from Jan. 1, 2003 to

Jan. 1, 2002.

-There are no details given on the Energy Star requirements for sidelites.

-There currently exists no NFRC label for doors.  We would like to see the

labeling requirements simplified or eliminated.  Requiring an NFRC listing

only without an NFRC label for Energy Star would be ideal.  With the current

arrangement, we would need dozens of different label combinations for every

glass size, configuration, thickness, product line, etc.

In whole, the proposal is fair and equitable as it currently exists.

Regards,

Doug Noznesky

Stanley Doors    

[image: image21.png]Gary Curtis

D & R International

147 Commercial Street NE
Salem, OR 97301

CC: Windows@DRINTL.com

Ref: Proposed Energy Star Program

This letter is to officially express the concerns and reservations of the Western Region members
of AAMA regarding the proposed changes in the Energy Star Program. Western Region AAMA
members support the Energy Star program and the related energy savings we need as a nation.
Our concerns on the proposed changes are listed below for your consideration. Our interest in th
Energy Star program is the same as yours and DOE but the program must be beneficial to our
energy policy, the public and private sector and the manufacturing base.

It is said that one of the primary reasons for seeking the proposed changes is the enactment of
regional energy codes. The regional codes have always had their place because we have regiona
climates and regional energy issues. The regional codes may in fact be more stringent than the
national codes where deemed appropriate. Just because the regional code changes are taking
place that may in some way contlict with the Energy Star performance requirements, this is not
justification to ratchet down Energy Star requirements for the whole country.

1 believe there are two separate issues with the proposed standard “U” factor and “SHGC”. Thi
is one time we can really surmise that one value does not fit the whole country. It seems that
one single number is driven by someone or some company who wants to mass produce one
single product and distribute it to the whole country. This may be good for the manufacturers,
but it does not serve our country or consumers too well. What is needed in Alaska or North
Dakota is not the same as what is needed in Florida or Palm Desert from an energy standpoint.
In our opinion the current proposal of splitting the country in North/Central and South as
regions is a more practical approach. The energy criteria for each region should be
different as currently stated.

“U” factor of .35

It should be noted that many windows that are now considered extremely energy efficient (Viny
and Wood with high performance Lo E) might not meet the proposed “U” factor of .35. More
research needs to be done to determine what percentage of windows currently manufactured wil
meet “U” factor of .35 without adding increased “embodied energy costs” to manufacture.




Date:
September 17, 2001

To:  
Gary Curtis, D&R International


D&R International


147 Commercial Street NE


Salem, OR  97301

Re:  
DOE proposed change to Energy Star criteria

We have reviewed the August 31, 2001 memo issued on the change to the qualification criteria.  As participants in the Energy Star program, we at Sierra Pacific Windows have some comments and concerns, specifically with the changes scheduled for 2003:

1.  
Simplifying the program for consumers by establishing a single nationwide specification, in our opinion, somewhat defeats the purpose of the program.  Specifically, setting the SHGC upper limit at .40 ignores the needs of consumers in the colder climates of the northern region.  We regularly receive requests for product that will allow for passive solar heat gain in order to reduce heating (energy) costs.  This proposed change goes against the benefits higher SHGC in these instances.


In addition, we question the argument that this “simplification” is helpful to the consumer.  It appears to be misdirected.  The difficulty in understanding the Energy Star requirements is not that there are three regions, but rather the meaning of the U-factors and SHGC numbers.  It has been our experience that, to date, consumers have been satisfied knowing that our company is participating in the Energy Star program.  Those who wish to understand the U-factors and SHGCs have no trouble understanding the establishment of three regions.

2. 
Tightening the U-factor upper limit at .35 for the current central and southern regions may have consumers paying more for windows.  Reducing the U-factor from .40 to .35 will result in many window manufacturers having to provide, at least in the short term, a more expensive product.  

3.
Upon review of the summary of stakeholder comments dated 9-7-01, it appears as if there is concern by others regarding the reduction of U-factors.  We are in agreement with those expressing caution against having Energy Star lead by so great a margin that values would be difficult to attain.  In addition, we are also in agreement with a proposal put forth by a major glass manufacturer recommending northern region requirements of  U-factor ( .40 and SHGC ( .50.  Their comparison made using Resfen, shows these requirements would yield the same energy usage as a window with a .35 U-factor and .37 SHGC.

As a manufacturer, we truly question whether this change is being made in the best interest of the consumer or the best interests of some participating members.  We strongly request that these proposed changes be re-evaluated.  If you would like to discuss this further, please give me a call at your convenience.

Thank you for your attention.

Sincerely,

Rick Audsley

Sierra Pacific Windows

cc:
Kendall Pierson


Rod Preston

From: Steve Berberian [Steve.Berberian@harveyind.com]

Sent: Friday, September 07, 2001 6:42 AM

To: 'mkuhlman@drintl.com'

Cc: Jim Barreira; Tom Russell; Dan LaPlante; Dave Lambert

Subject: RE: Proposed criteria changes for ENERGY STAR

Maureen,

The planned changes to the Energy Star Program would have a profound adverse

effect to our current marketing programs. 

Effective 1/1/02 these proposed changes would reduce our Energy Star

compliance in the central region (south of Boston and Worcester, MA, north

of Charleston, SC) approximately 80% because of the 0.40 SHGC requirement.

Most of our SHGC are 0.42-0.46. 

We would remain Energy Star compliant for the Northern region only until

1/1/03. At that time we will only have approximately 10 products Energy Star

compliant, and they would all need a double low-E IG unit to qualify because

of the 0.40 SHGC requirement. 

Currently we can glaze all of our windows with low-E and Argon filling and

achieve the energy star requirements for the Northern and Central regions.

The proposed changes would not be good for Harvey Industries. 

Please advise as to what our options are, if these proposed changes will in

fact go through, and what the motivation is behind the proposal. It appears

like the rules are changing now that we have all signed on. Please advise

ASAP.

Thanks, - Steve 

Stephen K. Berberian

Product Development Manager

Harvey Industries, Inc.

725 Huse Road

Manchester, New Hampshire 03103-2339 

Business Phone: 603-622-4232

Business Fax: 603-669-8945

e-mail: steve.berberian@harveyind.com

website: www.harveyind.com

1025 Thomas Jefferson Street, N.W. Eighth Floor West Tower Washington, D.C. 20007 Tel: 202-342-0800 Fax: 202-342-0807

August 3, 2001

VIA E-MAIL & FEDERAL EXPRESS

Mr. Gary Curtis

D&R International

147 Commercial Street, NE

Salem, OR 97301

Re: Comments on Modification of Energy Star Window & Door Criteria to Satisfy

Current Building Energy Efficiency Codes

Dear Gary:

Enclosed are our comments in response to the Department of Energy’s request for

participation and comment by interested parties in identifying options to address potential

changes to the ENERGY STAR Windows program criteria in response to current model energy

codes and recent state adoption of energy codes.

Our firm has reviewed and offered comments regarding the ENERGY STAR Windows

program since its inception. We have also actively participated in the development of the 2000

International Energy Conservation Code (IECC), the current, nationally accepted model energy

code, and many state-developed codes. Finally, we are a member of NFRC, where I serve on the

Board, representing the building industry.

In light of this experience, we have prepared the enclosed comments and a

recommendation to the Department for potential changes to ENERGY STAR criteria. Our

recommendation is based upon criteria for windows (including doors and skylights) that would

meet or exceed the IECC and other state developed codes, while working within the existing

ENERGY STAR windows Northern, Central and Southern zones framework.

We appreciate the opportunity to provide these comments, and we look forward to

working with you and the Department during this review process.

Please contact us if you have any questions.

Sincerely,

Garrett A. Stone

GAS:pgg

COMMENTS ON

MODIFICATION OF ENERGY

STAR WINDOW & DOOR

CRITERIA TO SATISFY

CURRENT BUILDING ENERGY

EFFICIENCY CODES

August 3, 2001

Garrett A. Stone

Eric M. DeVito

Brickfield, Burchette, Ritts & Stone, PC

1025 Thomas Jefferson Street, NW

Washington, DC 20007

ph. 202-342-0800

fax 202-342-0807

e-mail: gas@bbrslaw.com 
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COMMENTS ON MODIFICATION OF ENERGY STAR

WINDOW & DOOR CRITERIA TO SATISFY CURRENT

BUILDING ENERGY EFFICIENCY CODES

INTRODUCTION AND EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

In the notice to ENERGY STAR™ Windows stakeholders last month, the United

States Department of Energy has identified the fact that recent code changes have

resulted in fenestration code requirements that equal or exceed the ENERGY STAR

Windows criteria and has requested interested parties to submit comments on how the

ENERGY STAR Windows program criteria might be modified in order to meet or exceed

these requirements.

In response to this request, we offer the following comments regarding potential

changes to the ENERGY STAR windows criteria (including glazed doors and skylights)

and the possible adoption of new criteria for opaque and mostly-opaque doors. Given

our experience with building energy efficiency codes and voluntary energy efficiency

programs, we have evaluated the existing specifications in light of the evolution of

building energy efficiency codes over the past few years and identify below what we

believe is the optimal solution to modifying the program to satisfy current code

requirements. The approach outlined in these comments is limited to satisfying current

code requirements based on the express limitations set forth in the Department’s

notice.

We have concluded that certain fundamental principles have historically been

incorporated into the ENERGY STAR platform and should remain the guideposts for this

round of modifications to the criteria. Specifically, the ENERGY STAR Windows program

should strive to:

Be as simple for the consumer as possible and avoid any

complication that could cause marketplace confusion and undercut

the overall message;

Meet code requirements at a minimum, but ideally exceed code

requirements so as to move the marketplace above the minimum

standard – the code standard should be based on the national

model code recently endorsed by the Department (the 2000

International Energy Conservation Code – the widespread state

adoption of this code now occurring underscores the use of this

standard), although some consideration should also be given to the

requirements of state-specific codes like California; 
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Make sufficient changes in each round of improvements to the

criteria, such as to avoid constant new modifications, but limit

unnecessary modifications where possible to maintain continuity;

Do not exceed realistic products available in the marketplace (e.g.,

do not require triple glazing or darkly-tinted products); and

Incorporate and promote relevant NFRC ratings.

We have concluded that the best approach to meet all of these objectives would

include: (1) a change to the criteria of the Central Zone to incorporate a code-compliant

SHGC; (2) reasonable revisions to the ENERGY STAR map to align with code-based

climate zones; and (3) adoption of an air leakage requirement.

At a minimum, the criteria must be improved to meet code everywhere. We

believe that this can best be accomplished by utilizing the replacement fenestration

criteria of the IECC, which provide a somewhat simplified, convenient set of minimum

criteria by climate zone (these criteria are also the most stringent prescriptive code

criteria for fenestration due to the simplified climate zones). The IECC specifications

that are more stringent than ENERGY STAR in certain climate zones are a 0.50 U-factor

above 2,000 Heating Degree Days (HDD), a 0.40 SHGC up to 3,500 HDD, and a 0.35

U-factor down to 6,000 HDD (these criteria effectively create 5 zones under the IECC).1

The code also requires a 0.3 cfm/ft 2 maximum air leakage everywhere.2

In order to avoid increasing the number of zones (which would increase

confusion and complexity), reasonable revisions to the ENERGY STAR map, along with a

change to the criteria of the Central Zone and adoption of the air leakage requirement

could effectively achieve code compliance. Specifically, we would recommend under

this option that:

(1) The Southern zone be limited to areas less than 2,000 HDD, the Central

zone extend from 2,000 HDD to less than 6,000 HDD and the Northern

zone apply to 6,000 HDD and above (with this change, the ENERGY STAR

U-factor will equal the IECC U-factor for the Southern and Northern zones

and equal or exceed the IECC U-factor for the Central zone);

(2) Maximum SHGC be set at 0.4 for the Central zone (consistent with the

IECC requirement); and

(3) Maximum air leakage for all zones be set at 0.3.

1 See 2000 IECC Section 502.2.5: Prescriptive Path for Additions and Window Replacements, and

Table 502.2.5: Prescriptive Envelope Criteria Additions to and Replacement Windows for Existing

Type A-1 Residential Buildings. See also 2000 IECC Sections 502.1.5 & 502.2.4.15:

Fenestration Solar Heat Gain Coefficient.

2 See 2000 IECC Section 502.1.4: Air Leakage and Table 502.1.4.1: Allowable Air Infiltration Rates. 
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We recommend that the windows criteria also consistently be applied to all doors

(including opaque doors) and skylights to the degree possible. Limiting differences in

the criteria for each of these products will reduce confusion and enhance simplicity.

While we understand the argument that some opaque doors can achieve better U-factors

and SHGCs than glazed doors under certain circumstances, we think any

benefits from a higher standard for such doors are far outweighed by the increased

complexity and potential confusion (after all, opaque doors are a very small percentage

of the building envelope). At a minimum, all doors with some glazed area should be

required to meet the windows criteria.

The only difference in criteria among fenestration products that we believe can

be justified at this time is a more lenient skylight U-factor criteria. The IECC specifically

requires that skylights have a U-factor of 0.50 or better for climates with HDD greater

than or equal to 2,000. 3 This standard, or the existing ENERGY STAR U-factor standards

for skylights, would seem most appropriate. Using a 0.35 or 0.40 U-factor standard for

such products would be unreasonable.

Finally, we believe that is important to recognize that there are other potential

criteria, although not code-required and therefore outside the scope of this round of

revisions, that the Department should consider for future revisions of the ENERGY STAR

criteria. Specifically, NFRC is in the process of rolling out new energy-related ratings,

such as condensation and fading resistance, that should ultimately be considered for

incorporation into ENERGY STAR. NFRC’s existing VT rating is another possible

consideration. Durability (e.g., the permanence of the energy efficiency features)

should also be incorporated. Since there is no such durability rating presently available,

a strong warranty requirement could be utilized as a proxy.

In sum, with limited modifications – e.g., the map, Central climate zone SHGC,

and air leakage – the ENERGY STAR Windows program can be brought into consistency

with current building energy efficiency codes. We recommend that the Department

make these essential modifications.

INDUSTRY AND CODE IMPROVEMENTS SINCE THE ENERGY STAR WINDOWS PROGRAM WAS

INITIATED

Since the ENERGY STAR Windows program was implemented in early 1998,

considerable strides have been made in the entire fenestration arena. For example,

over the past several years, the NFRC program has become widely implemented by

window manufacturers and has achieved general acceptance by industry stakeholders

throughout the country. When NFRC first published its Certified Product Directory in

3 See 2000 IECC Section 502.2.5: Prescriptive Path for Additions and Window Replacements.

“Exception: Replacement skylights shall have a maximum U-factor of

0.50 when installed in any location above 1,999 HDD.”
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1993, less than 4,000 products were rated for U-factor and none were rated for SHGC.

The NFRC CPD now reports that over 82,000 products are rated for U-factor and over

60,000 are rated for SHGC. ENERGY STAR and improved codes have both contributed

hugely to this progress by essentially requiring NFRC ratings.

Moreover, the NFRC-rated product statistics show substantial numbers of

products at the most stringent levels of performance. The following graphic diagrams

the breakdown of NFRC ratings in relation to existing ENERGY STAR window

requirements.

NFRC Product Distribution

Energy

Star

Zone

U-factor # of

Products

% of

Total SHGC # of Products

% of Total

All U-factors 82,678 -- All SHGCs 60,050 --

Northern 0.35 and below 28,578 35%

Central 0.40 and below 44,918 54% 0.55 and below 53,878 90%

Southern 0.75 and below 80,078 97% 0.40 and below 29,580 49%

Source: NFRC Certified Products Directory, 9 th Ed. (available online at www.nfrc.org).

Again this level of availability of very efficient products is a function of both the

success of the ENERGY STAR window program and improved codes. Over the past

several years the national model code, the IECC, as well as state-specific codes in

states like California and Florida, has significantly improved the code requirements for

fenestration products. Indeed, as the Department has noted, the stringency of the

performance and prescriptive requirements for fenestration in the IECC has brought

codes to the level of, or even exceeding, ENERGY STAR. The IECC has also made it

easier for builders to determine which windows will comply with the code in various

parts of the country.

A brief summary of fenestration code improvements helps to place the IECC’s

present requirements into perspective. The progression started in the 1995 edition of

the Model Energy Code, the immediate predecessor to the IECC. For the first time in

the 1995 version, the MEC required all fenestration products to be rated, certified and

labeled with NFRC U-factors, or by a limited default table. In 1998, with the first edition

of the IECC, the national model code took another bold step by adding requirements to

reduce solar heat gain. Specifically, the IECC requires all fenestration (new,
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replacement, and additions) installed in locations with heating degree-days less than

3,500 to have SHGCs of 0.40 and below.4 The 1998 version also added prescriptive

tables to allow users to readily determine which windows will meet the code in various

climatic regions, and it added prescriptive U-factor and SHGC requirements for

fenestration in additions and replacements. The 2000 IECC retains all of these

fenestration requirements and added a new simplified prescriptive option to ease

compliance. (This same simplified prescriptive option (as well as other fenestration

requirements) is found in the 2000 International Residential Code – Chapter 11.)

Finally, the IECC and IRC contain a prescriptive requirement for air leakage – a

maximum 0.3. 5

With these new fenestration provisions, the IECC now contains prescriptive

window requirements that are in some areas of the country more stringent than those

under the ENERGY STAR Windows program. This creates an obvious anomaly in that a

federally sponsored market transformation program with a goal to promote energy

efficient windows actually promotes some windows that would not meet minimum

requirements under the national model energy code. This is truly an anomaly because,

as it is often described, the IECC, when adopted in a state, specifies the absolute worst

window allowed by law. For ENERGY STAR to be less stringent than the code would

certainly send the wrong message.

The 2000 IECC is the current, nationally accepted model energy code standard

and, as a result, is the appropriate source of code requirements on which to base a

national energy efficiency program such as ENERGY STAR. This is evidenced by the

Department of Energy’s own certification of the 2000 IECC in early 2001 under the

Energy Policy Act.6 As a result, States are now legally required to consider updating to

the 2000 IECC, as many have already done. It would be inconceivable that the

Department would rely on any source in lieu of the 2000 IECC. In fact, in its

determination, the Department specifically called out two fenestration-related

improvements to the IECC, the SHGC requirement and the replacement windows

requirement, as the only major improvements over the MEC.7

4 See n.1 above.

5 See n.2 above.

6 BUILDING ENERGY STANDARDS PROGRAM: DETERMINATIONS REGARDING ENERGY EFFICIENCY

IMPROVEMENTS IN THE 1998 AND THE 2000 INTERNATIONAL ENERGY CONSERVATION CODES FOR

RESIDENTIAL BUILDINGS, 66 Fed. Reg. 1964 (Jan. 10, 2001). With this Determination, the Energy

Policy Act of 1992 now requires each State, not later than January 10, 2003, to certify to the

Secretary of Energy that it has reviewed the provisions of the 2000 International Energy

Conservation Code (“IECC”) and make a determination as to whether it is appropriate to adopt the

IECC or revise its current building code provisions to meet or exceed the IECC.

7 See DOE DETERMINATION, n.6 above, at pp. 1965, 1968.
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Texas has received considerable attention lately because it took a monumental

step by adopting the International Residential Code for new construction, additions and

replacements. Until this year, Texas had no energy code, or any building code for that

matter. As mentioned above, the IRC’s energy chapter (Ch. 11) contains the same

fenestration requirements as the IECC for homes with up to 15% glazing and for

replacement fenestration. For homes with greater than 15% glazing, the IRC

incorporates the IECC by reference, including its various prescriptive, component

performance and systems analysis approaches.8

Adoption of the IRC by the state of Texas breaks down any barriers that may

have existed in the southern United States to IECC adoption. Prior to the recent surge

of IECC adoption in southern states, many had predicted that the IECC would face an

uphill battle in southern states. Suffice it to say, this “uphill battle” in warm-weather

states has been far less than expected: California has created their own code that

contains fenestration requirements similar in stringency to the IECC U-factor and SHGC

requirements; South Carolina has adopted the IECC without substantive amendment;

as just mentioned, Texas has adopted the IRC with direct reference to the IECC for

homes above 15% glazing; Arizona has adopted the IECC voluntarily; Florida has

adopted requirements similar to the IECC; and Georgia is currently reviewing the IECC

for potential adoption.9

States farther north are also moving forward with IECC adoption: Maryland has

adopted the IECC without substantive amendment, and New York and Pennsylvania

have adopted and are in the final stages of implementing the IECC. Other states and

localities can be expected to adopt the 2000 IECC over the next few years. As

evidenced by the rapid adoption of the IECC throughout the U.S., it is safe to say that

the IECC is the proper baseline from which to compare existing ENERGY STAR.

Furthermore, through our review of other state-developed codes, none appear to have

fenestration requirements more stringent than the IECC standards for replacement

windows. For these reasons, the IECC provides an excellent baseline from which to

measure the existing ENERGY STAR program.

8 See 2000 IRC Section N1102.1 Residential buildings, Type A-1. “Compliance shall be

demonstrated by either:

1. Meeting the requirements of this chapter for buildings with a

glazing area that does not exceed 15 percent of the gross area of

exterior walls; or

2. Meeting the requirements of the International Energy

Conservation Code for residential buildings, Type A-1.”

9 North Carolina has adopted the IECC. However, we have not included North Carolina in this list

because the state, during its statewide code development process, deleted the IECC’s 0.40

maximum SHGC requirement, which would have applied in roughly 2/3 of the state. However, we

expect North Carolina to adopt the provision in the future.
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EXISTING ENERGY STAR IS LESS STRINGENT THAN THE IECC

For simplicity, the easiest comparison to the IECC can be made by looking at the

IECC additions and replacement window prescriptive requirements (in Chapter 5),

which are diagrammed in the color-coded map in Attachment 1. The existing IECC

maximum 0.4 SHGC requirement (for new homes, in additions, and as replacements) is

mapped out in Attachment 2.

A prime case in point of areas where ENERGY STAR falls behind the IECC is in

many southern parts of the country. As an example, in the Dallas metropolitan area, a

window carrying the ENERGY STAR label may not meet the IECC/IRC recently adopted in

the state. Dallas falls into the Southern ENERGY STAR zone (0.75 U-factor and 0.4

SHGC). As indicated in Attachment 1, under the IECC/IRC, windows used in additions

and replacements must have a U-factor 0.50 or below and a maximum 0.4 SHGC (the

same 0.4 SHGC requirement as ENERGY STAR). For new homes in Dallas with a

maximum glazing area of 15%, the IECC/IRC U-factor requirement is slightly higher at

0.65. Regardless, it is quite evident that an ENERGY STAR labeled window in Dallas

would not necessarily meet the Texas energy code. In addition, the current ENERGY

STAR criteria would be inconsistent with existing utility programs in Texas. Under a

Texas Public Utility Commission approved market transformation program, the Texas

Window Initiative currently educates and encourages consumers to purchase windows

that have below a 0.40 U-factor and 0.40 SHGC to realize all potential cooling savings

and heating savings and to provide added insulation benefits of low U-factor windows.

While the ENERGY STAR U-factor fails in Texas, as another example, the ENERGY STAR

SHGC fails in South Carolina, where the IECC (which has been adopted in South

Carolina) requires a 0.4 SHGC in parts of the state where ENERGY STAR (Central climate

zone) would only require a 0.55 SHGC.

ENERGY STAR also falls short in much of California. Current ENERGY STAR

requires a maximum 0.4 SHGC in southern California only. Under California’s new Title

24 energy efficiency standards, all windows (in all orientations) installed in areas with

notable air conditioning loads must meet a maximum 0.4 SHGC requirement, which

covers 11 of the state’s 16 climate zones; only northern California, some coastal areas,

and the mountain regions are exempt.10 The IECC’s 0.4 SHGC requirement would

apply in generally the same areas.

Air leakage is another area where ENERGY STAR falls short of the IECC. The

IECC, and many state-developed codes, including California, contain maximum air

leakage requirements for fenestration (windows, skylights, swinging and sliding doors).

ENERGY STAR has no requirement for air leakage. The IECC requires all windows and

10 See California AB 970 Energy Efficiency Standards for Residential and Nonresidential Buildings,

Tables 1-Z1 through 1-Z16, “Alternative Component Packages” for Climate Zones 1 – 16.
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sliding doors to have air leakage rates below 0.3 cfm/ft 2 and swinging doors to be below

0.5 cfm/ft 2 when tested in accordance with ASTM E 283. 11

NECESSARY MODIFICATIONS FOR ENERGY STAR CRITERIA TO EQUAL CODE

Within the existing ENERGY STAR framework, various adjustments can be made

to bring ENERGY STAR up to the code. In a nutshell, ENERGY STAR’s existing maximum

0.75 U-factor requirement extends too far north, and its existing maximum 0.4 SHGC

requirement does not extend far enough north. Likewise, the 0.35 northern U-factor

does not extend far enough south. In some zones, or some parts of existing zones,

current ENERGY STAR need not change significantly to keep pace with the IECC.

Attachment 3 sets out a revised map and U-factor and SHGC criteria consistent with

the IECC. We recommend adoption of these criteria as discussed below.

A. ENERGY STAR Northern

The existing 0.35 maximum U-factor requirement continues to represent the best

available technology to provide maximum cost-effective insulating benefit. Moreover,

the code requires a maximum 0.35 U-factor. 35% of the current products rated under

NFRC have U-factors of 0.35 and below. This indicates that the technology is readily

available. Maintaining the 0.35 maximum U-factor would continue to push the market

to this level of efficiency. Lowering this requirement further would push manufacturers

into triple glazing, which never has been shown to be cost-effective, nor would it be

required by code – a 0.35 U-factor is the lowest level required by the IECC.

If the goal is to meet the code, we recommend leaving the existing Northern

zone requirements as they are now. However, to keep pace with the IECC, the area

falling under the Northern zone must be adjusted to some extent. To equal the IECC’s

U-factor requirements, the Northern line should be readjusted to require the 0.35 U-factor in all of Nebraska and Iowa, in the northern parts of Illinois, Indiana and Ohio, in

a much larger portion of Pennsylvania, and in parts of West Virginia. (See

Attachment 3). This approach would apply the 0.35 U-factor to areas with HDD equal

to or greater than 6,000 HDD, consistent with the IECC requirements.

B. ENERGY STAR Central

The most significant change to existing ENERGY STAR are the changes needed in

the Central zone. The required Central zone changes have the potential to generate

significant heating energy and cooling peak and energy savings previously untouched

by ENERGY STAR. Specifically, the Central zone’s southern boundary should be

11 See n.2 above.
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extended down to 2,000 HDD and its SHGC requirement should be reduced to 0.4

SHGC.

If these limited changes are not made, ENERGY STAR would be required to

establish a fourth, South Central zone to be consistent with code requirements, with at

least a 0.50 U-factor and 0.40 SHGC maximum, extending from 2,000 HDD to 3,500

HDD. Such a change would unnecessarily complicate ENERGY STAR and confuse

customers who have grown accustomed to the existing three zone approach.

Adoption of the 0.4 SHGC for the Central zone is warranted because in many of

these areas, there are significant cooling requirements during warm-weather months,

which necessitate high summer peak load capacity for utilities in this region. Many

areas of California are prime examples of where a maximum 0.4 SHGC is warranted

and already required by Title 24 (and would also be required under the IECC). Peak

demand reduction is also critical, particularly given the recent crises in California and

other states involving available summer peak electric capacity. Shortages in summer

peak electric capacity in California were the key drivers behind AB 970, which is the

legislation that forced a review of California’s energy efficiency standards. Expanding

the 0.4 SHGC requirement across much of the state provided an easy solution because

of the cost-effective summer peak electric demand savings associated with it.

Furthermore, such a change would not involve significant cost or technology

advancement. Windows sold in the Central zone already require a low-e coating to

meet the 0.40 U-factor requirement. Revising the requirements to require a low solar

gain low-e coating in the Central zone would be easily achievable through available

technology – almost half the windows rated through NFRC have SHGCs of 0.4 and

below. This technology shift would impose the same or very similar cost when

compared to any low-e coating currently being used to meet the 0.40 U-factor

requirement. A maximum 0.4 SHGC would provide significant cooling peak demand

and energy savings in these regions, while at the same time deliver the heating savings

already required under ENERGY STAR U-factor requirements for the Central zone.

When comparing IECC to ENERGY STAR, the IECC requires the 0.4 maximum

SHGC in many more climate zones. Areas that are, for the most part, currently missed

by ENERGY STAR and captured by the IECC 0.4 SHGC requirement include, Oklahoma,

Arkansas, South Carolina, and most of North Carolina. The IECC’s 0.4 SHGC also

extends to much larger portions of California, Mississippi, Alabama and Georgia. (See

Attachment 2.)

In the southern parts of the existing ENERGY STAR Central zone, there is also a

big difference in U-factor requirements when compared to the IECC. Under the IECC,

as indicated in Attachment 1, U-factors up to 0.75 are permitted only in Florida, in the

southernmost parts of California, in southwest Arizona, and in the southern ¼ of Texas,

Louisiana, Mississippi, Alabama and Georgia. Current ENERGY STAR requirements

allow the 0.75 U-factor requirement to extend further to almost all of Texas (except the

panhandle), the southern edge of New Mexico, all of Louisiana, and half of Mississippi,

Alabama and Georgia. As a result, we recommend lowering the Southern line to 
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require a 0.40 maximum U-factor in all but the southernmost portions of the U.S. Thus,

cities like Charlotte, Dallas, Las Vegas, Memphis, and Washington, DC, which all could

greatly benefit from both heating and cooling savings attributable to low U-factors and

SHGCs, would be appropriately positioned under such new ENERGY STAR criteria. (See

Attachment 3).

C. ENERGY STAR Southern

Similar to the Northern zone, there are some areas of the country where existing

ENERGY STAR criteria are still compatible with the IECC. In the Southern zone, ENERGY

STAR’s existing 0.75 U-factor requirement is equivalent to the IECC in some areas, but

not all.

Unfortunately, promoting 0.75 U-factor fenestration does nothing to further

energy efficient windows – 97% of the product lines currently rated through NFRC have

U-factors of 0.75 or better. However, it is understandable that the program has focused

solely on solar heat gain in the south. To remain only equivalent to the IECC (if that is

to be the goal), we do not oppose leaving the existing Southern zone 0.75 U-factor and

0.4 SHGC requirements as is. However, the current shape of the Southern zone must

be minimized to match the stringency of the IECC’s U-factor requirements. As noted

above, to match IECC, the Southern zone must be limited to a much smaller area of the

country, specifically areas below 2,000 HDD. The current ENERGY STAR boundary for

the Southern zone extends to locations with HDD well above 2,000.

Under the IECC, as indicated in Attachment 1, U-factors up to 0.75 are

permitted only in Florida, in the southernmost parts of California, in southwest Arizona,

and in the southern ¼ of Texas, Louisiana, Mississippi, Alabama and Georgia. To

match the IECC, we propose that the Southern line be lowered as indicated in

Attachment 3, which is also consistent with our recommendations above for the

Central zone and with the IECC.

D. Fenestration Air Leakage Requirements in the IECC

As discussed above, ENERGY STAR has no maximum air leakage requirements

for fenestration. Ironically, even predecessors to the IECC, which for the most part

ignored energy efficiency requirements for fenestration, contained maximum air leakage

rates. ENERGY STAR’s failure to prescribe air leakage rates leaves out an integral

component of the complete energy efficiency package, and theoretically, allows

efficiency gains achieved through high performance window components to be offset by

losses through fenestration product air leakage. Presumably, ENERGY STAR has not

included air leakage because of a lack of an NFRC certified-rating. Fortunately, NFRC

recently approved its air leakage rating for certification and is ready to move forward to

provide this rating. We recommend that DOE phase in a requirement for this rating, set

no higher than the current IECC standard – 0.3 cfm/ft 2 . The requirement could be 
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phased in either by accepting alternative air leakage certifications for a phase-in period

or simply postponing the effective date for this new criteria.

E. Summary of Proposals for ENERGY STAR to Equal the IECC

To catch up to the IECC, ENERGY STAR could revise its standards to have the

following breakdown (A map of these proposed ENERGY STAR requirements to match

the IECC is in Attachment 3):

ENERGY STAR

Zone HDD U-factor SHGC Air Leakage

Northern 6,000 and above 0.35 Any 0.3 cfm/ft 2

Central 2,000 – 5,999 0.40 0.40 0.3 cfm/ft 2

Southern 1,999 and below 0.75 0.40 0.3 cfm/ft 2

ENERGY STAR DOORS AND SKYLIGHTS

There has been considerable discussion regarding new ENERGY STAR

requirements for doors. We believe that the criteria we have set forth above are

entirely appropriate and should be applied to windows and doors (and skylights, with

the exception of U-factor). This approach would be consistent with the IECC. The

IECC sets fenestration U-factor, SHGC and Air Leakage requirements for all doors in

new homes, additions and replacements.12 Under the IECC, “fenestration” is defined

as:

FENESTRATION. Skylights, roof windows, vertical windows (whether

fixed or moveable), opaque doors, glazed doors, glass block, and

combination opaque/glazed doors.

Likewise, the IECC requirements for additions and replacement fenestration also

include all doors: “The U-factor of each individual fenestration product (windows, doors

and skylights) shall be used to calculate an area-weighted average fenestration product

U-factor . . . which shall not exceed the applicable listed values in Table 502.2.5 . . . .”

12 The IECC contains limited U-factor exceptions for skylights in northern climate zones – the

maximum U-factor for skylights is 0.5. See also n.3 above.

and “Fenestration products used in additions and as replacement windows in

accordance with this section shall also meet the [SHGC] requirements of Section

502.1.5 in locations with HDD less than 3,500.” (See Attachment 1 for the IECC’s

replacement fenestration U-factor and SHGC requirements.)

Thus, the best, most consistent, and most appropriate, criteria for ENERGY STAR

doors would be to apply the same requirements as ENERGY STAR windows. This would

be in line with the IECC requirements for doors, and it would provide a simple consumer

recommendation across energy efficient fenestration product lines. In any event, we

recommend that all doors with any glazing comply with the same window criteria.

##

NOTE:  Attachments would not print in this format.

October 1, 2001

Mr. Gary Curtis

D & R International

147 Commercial Street NE

Salem, OR     97301

Dear Gary:


This letter is to officially express the concern and reservations of the Window & Door Manufacturers Association (WDMA) regarding proposed changes in the Energy Star program.  The Energy Star program has proven to be valuable in the marketplace and is just now gaining greater recognition.


The nature and scope of the proposed changes obviously have a significant bearing on the future direction of Energy Star.  We recognize the desire to make the program as “simple” as possible for the end-consumer, but at the same time, we strongly feel that the program must be based upon good, credible science.  The proposal to actually initiate two significant changes in the program in a relatively short timeframe appears to be rather hasty and unnecessary.  We strongly feel that DOE should consider just “Step 1” at this time and that a longer period of review and input by the industry be created.

We have received technical information from reliable sources that several of the proposed changes will result in true high-performance products losing their Energy Star rating due to calculations of their SHGC’s.  We strongly feel that it is ultimately in the best interest of America’s consumers if the Energy Star program actually encouraged innovation and unique solutions to energy conservation rather than attempting to “standardize” or homogenize all products together.  Likewise, we are also concerned over proposals to establish separate criteria for glazed and unglazed exterior doors.


We are not aware of any mandated deadlines which are requiring immediate action by DOE on this issue.  Sweeping changes such as the ones proposed must have the involvement and support of everyone within the industry.  As stated earlier, WDMA can recognize some merit or value to the proposed changes in Step 1, but the additional changes contained in Step 2 appear to be unnecessary and, in fact, counter-productive.  With that in mind, WDMA is urging an extended period of review and discussion prior to implementation for those changes outlined in Step 1 to insure adequate input from the industry.  I can pledge to you that WDMA and its membership would be willing to participate in any meetings or conference calls on the issue.

Sincerely yours,

Alan J. Campbell, CAE

President 

-----Original Message----- 
From: Nancy 
Sent: Tue 9/18/2001 3:53 PM 
To: Windows 
 
Subject: Proposed Changes to EnergyStar
September 18, 2001
Mr. Gary Curtis                                                         Fax:  503.364.4146
D&R International
147 Commercial Street NE
Salem, OR 97301

RE:     Proposed changes to EnergyStar®

Dear Mr. Curtis:

This is in response to the e-mail dated September 15, 2001, from William
Noel, Manager, Energy Star Program.    Mr. Noel indicates that the U-Factor
will change for the Southern Region from the present 0.75 to 0.35 effective
January 1, 2003.  It will be impossible to attain a level of 0.35 in Florida
and this requirement will virtually put aluminum window manufacturers in
Florida out of business (or at the very minimum, unable to participate in
the EnergyStar program).

As you know, in the Northern climate, EnergyStar windows reduce heat loss;
in the Central climate, windows reduce both heat loss and solar heat gain;
and in the Southern climate, windows reduce solar heat gain, necessitating
different criteria for each climate.   While a single criteria may be easier
for the consumer to understand, it is unrealistic and unreasonable to make
all of these climates adhere to the same criteria.

I strongly urge EnergyStar to reconsider its position on this criteria
change.

Sincerely,

Custom Window Systems, Inc.


_______________________________
John Cwik
President
/n
N:\EnergyStar\Curtis.91701L.doc


December 6, 2001
Mr. Gary Curtis

D & R International 

147 Commercial Street NE

Salem, OR  97301

E-mail: garyc@drintl.com
Fax:  503.364.4146

Re:  Comments to DOE’s Proposed Revisions to Energy Star Window Criteria

Dear Mr. Curtis:


I have been authorized to express the following comments on behalf of Pilkington North America, Inc., PPG Industries, Inc. and AFG Industries, (referred to in this letter for simplicity as the “ Three Glass Manufacturers” or “TGM”) to the two-step changes that have been proposed to the criteria for the Energy Star Window and Door Program as outlined in William Noel’s letter of August 31, 2001 (“DOE Proposal”).  Consistent with our e-mail exchange, I appreciate your willingness to receive and consider these comments through September 28, 2001.  

As you know Gary, all Three Glass Manufacturers have been directly involved in various discussions on revisions to Energy Star Windows.  As background for this level of interest, the TGM represent over 60% of the glass sold into the residential market, including a wide range of energy efficient products.


The TGM have reviewed the Step 1 and Step 2 proposed revisions to Energy Star Windows and have achieved a technical consensus that DOE’s proposed revisions are not beneficial and, therefore, the TGM urges DOE to consider the alternative proposals which are outlined in the attached Appendix.  The consensus reached by the TGM regarding the proposed revisions is as follows.

Step 1 of DOE’s Proposal is unacceptable.  It will increase energy consumption and contrasts significantly from the International Energy Conservation Code (“IECC) relative to the 2000 HDD line for the “Central” geographical region of the United States.  

As an alternative, the TGM proposes a Step 1 revision that will result in energy savings and be consistent with the IECC relative to energy conservation requirements and geographical divisions.

Regarding Step 2 of the DOE’s proposal, the TGM is opposed to the single U-factor / SHGC limit for the entire USA.  Whereas, such an approach can easily be applied to household appliances, it is simply unrealistic and, quite frankly, detrimental as a vehicle to promote energy conservation and the use of renewable energy sources in the diverse weather environments found across the United States. 

We would particularly encourage DOE to reconsider its proposal to apply the IECC’s most severe, southern region SHGC of 0.40 throughout all climatic regions of the United States.  The application of such a SHGC limit value in the central U.S. and all of the northern U.S. is completely unjustified by any technical or engineering analysis.  In that regard, the IECC imposes no such SHGC limitation on any region above 3,500 HDDs.  Moreover, our calculations show that adherence to step 2 of DOE’s Proposal will actually result in an increase in energy consumption in the north and central regions of the United States.  Our calculations show that a typical new home in the northern region (above 6000 HDDs) will experience an annual reduction in energy consumption of 2.3 million Btu’s if windows having a U-factor of 0.35 and a SHGC of 0.50 are used, rather than windows having a 0.35 U-factor and a 0.40 SHGC as outlined in step 2 of the DOE Proposal.  Similarly, a new home in the central region (between 3500 and 6000 HDDs) would experience an annual reduction of energy usage of 1.1 million Btu’s.

DOE’s Step 2 Proposal is also completely inconsistent with the Congressional mandate resulting in the creation of the Energy Star Program.  The Congressional objective is to increase energy efficiency and reduce the Country’s dependence on non-renewable sources of energy.  The adoption of a national SHGC of 0.40 will not advance either objective.  While the 0.40 SHGC limit may reduce peak load demands during a few extreme days of heat in the summer, it will only do so at the expense of a significant increase in overall energy consumption throughout the remainder of the year.

As a result of the overall energy consumption increase, the TGM are completely and uniformly opposed to the second step of DOE’s Proposal.  It is not supported in any manner by the requirements of the IECC.  Indeed, it has no technical justification at all.  It will result in an increase in energy usage in the north and central regions of the United States.  At the same time, it will reduce the benefits that can be derived from passive solar heat gain through the widows by homeowners in the central and northern regions of the United States. The TGM urges DOE to adopt our Step 2 proposal as set out in the attached Appendix.  

The TGM’s proposals also meet or exceed all changes resulting from the adoption of Title 24 in California and the requirements of the IECC.  They are technically sound and accomplish the twin objectives of the Energy Star Program, namely, energy conservation and encouraging the use of renewable energy sources. 

We urge you to adopt the changes to the program articulated in the attached Appendix. If there remains major opposition from window manufacturer’s regarding the proposed changes within the program over the next 15 months, then DOE should re-open the comment period relative to the second step of its proposal.  If DOE is unwilling to extend the time necessary to hear additional industry concerns respecting the second step of its proposal, the TGM urges DOE to consider the TGM second step as articulated in the attached 

Very truly yours,





Thomas S. Zaremba, on behalf of:





Pilkington North America, Inc., by Paul M. Gore


PPG Industries, Inc., by Al Lutz, and





AFG Industries, Inc. by Thomas J. Mewbourne

cc:
William Noel,


Department of Energy 


Office of Building Technologies


1000 Independence Ave., SW


Room 5E-098 EE042



Washington D.C. 20585


e-mail: william.noel@hq.doe.gov

fax:  202.586.1233

Appendix

Step 1 - Change in Energy Star Criteria





U-factor

SHGC

Northern Region

0.35


Any

 > 6000 HDD

Central Region

0.40


0.55
3500 - 6000 HDD

Southern Region

0.50


0.40

 < 3500 HDD

U-factor and SHGC values represent maximum values

Step 2 - Change in Energy Star Criteria




      

U-factor

SHGC

> = 3500 HDD

0.35


Any

< 3500 HDD


0.50


0.40

U-factor and SHGC values represent maximum values

41827_1 
William Noel






October 5, 2001

Program Manager, Energy Star

U.S. Department of Energy

c/o  Gary Curtis

D&R International

147 Commercial Street NE

Salem, OR  97301

E-mail:  windows@drintl.com
Fax:  (503) 364-4146

Re:  Proposed Revisions:  Energy Star Windows

Dear Mr. Curtis;

As a partner in the Energy Star Window program, we have a vested interest in promoting and selling energy efficient products.  Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the proposed revisions to the Energy Star Windows program.

We also have a vested interest in ensuring that the program recognizes the benefit of a wide range of energy efficient products that are available and used throughout the market today. 

Through our involvement and success in promoting and marketing Energy Star Windows, we believe that the current DOE proposal for Phase I and Phase II is unacceptable.  While we acknowledge the need to bring the Energy Star Windows program in line with existing energy codes, the current program goes too far.  Specifically, we believe that the current program will exclude the use of window products that are technically proven to be energy efficient products.

On that basis, we are writing to support and endorse the attached proposal, sent to you previously from Pilkington North America, AFG and PPG.  As stated, these three glass manufacturers represent over 60% of the glass sold into the residential market including a wide range of energy efficient products.

Based on the merits of the attached proposal in addition to our market knowledge and promotion of Energy Star windows, we recommend that DOE adopt the proposal as outline in the attached.  To exclude the recognition of energy efficient products within the Energy Star Window program is not appropriate to the overall desire to reduce energy demand and reduce energy costs.

Thanks for the opportunity to comment on this.  Again, we recommend serious consideration and adoption of the attached proposal.

Sincerely,

Timothy E. Slattery

President, Denver Division & Champion Western factory

-----Original Message----- 
From: Larsen, Jim - CORP 
Sent: Fri 8/3/2001 6:40 PM 
To: Windows 
Cc: 
Subject: Comments on Energy Star Windows
Cardinal Glass Industries has reviewed and agrees with the recommendations of BBRS (the attached pdf file is the same as you've received directly from Garrett Stone).
The proposed alignment of the Energy Star Windows program to equal or exceed current energy codes is critical not only to the Energy Star Windows program, but in maintaining the momentum on IECC adoption across the country.  In it's efficiency determination on the 2000 IECC, the Department of Energy specifically referenced the Solar Heat Gain limits as a substantive improvement in stringency.  The California Energy Commission in the AB970 proceedings endorsed the importance of SHGC in electrical capacity planning for the state.  These new Energy Star zones and requirements will have significant impacts on peak electrical demands throughout a large section of the county.  Any program that reduces peak loads and electrical consumption will have positive impacts on air quality and pollution abatement
My experiences as chairman of the NFRC Technical Committee, an ex-offico member of the NFRC board of directors, and through my job responsibilities as an energy code consultant, I am qualified to comment on the Energy Star Window program.  As a national manufacturer that makes energy efficient glass products Cardinal supports these recommendations, not only for the positive impact it will have in helping to solve our national energy crisis, but for the quality of life improvements it will bring to our 4,000 employees in 10 states across the county.
Regards, 
Jim Larsen 
<<E-StarComments2001(BBRS-Final).pdf>> 
775 Prairie Center Drive

Eden Prairie MN 55344

952.935.1722

Mr. Gary Curtis

D&R International

147 Commercial Street, NE

Salem, OR 97301

Re: Department of Energy’s Energy Star Windows Draft Proposal dated

August 31, 2001

Dear Gary:

I am writing to offer the comments of Cardinal Glass Industries on the

Department of Energy’s ENERGY STAR Windows Draft Proposal dated August

31, 2001. As the nation’s largest manufacturer of insulating glass units and

energy efficient glazing for the window industry, we are very interested in

the ENERGY STAR Windows program. As you know, for a number of years, we

have been active on the local, state and national level in supporting efforts

to encourage or require energy efficient fenestration through building and

energy codes and voluntary programs and, specifically, have been an active

supporter of ENERGY STAR.

First, let me summarize our thinking and recommendations:

First, we strongly support the Department of Energy’s efforts to

promptly bring the ENERGY STAR program into compliance with

national energy code standards (e.g., the IECC) and recent

state-specific code changes and adoptions (e.g., California,

Texas, South Carolina, New York, etc.). In this regard, we

believe that phase 1 (2002) of the Department’s proposal is the

absolute minimum that must be done.

Second, we fully appreciate the Department’s effort in phase 2

(2003) of its proposal to aggressively and boldly put ENERGY STAR

ahead of the energy codes while simplifying the marketing

message consistent with other ENERGY STAR programs. At the

same time, we are concerned that some window

manufacturers presently in the program may have real

difficulty transitioning so rapidly to the new requirements,

Mr. Gary Curtis September 21, 2001
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particularly those located in Florida and south Texas. While

the Department will have to make the ultimate call on

balancing these considerations, we think, at a minimum, the

Department should consider providing a longer transition

period between phase 1 and 2, or perhaps delaying the

implementation of phase 2 indefinitely.

In phase 1, the Department proposes to modify the existing ENERGY STAR

Northern, Central, and Southern climate zone framework to meet and, in

some cases, exceed current national and state building energy efficiency

code standards. This phase of the Draft Proposal is consistent with the

recommendations by Garrett Stone of Brickfield, Burchette, Ritts & Stone,

PC (submitted on August 3, 2001). We previously offered comments

endorsing these BBRS recommendations, and we continue to support them.

Modifying the ENERGY STAR criteria in this manner would be a considerable

improvement over the existing program. The revised map properly reflects

the climate zones incorporated into the IECC, with modifications primarily

to reflect unique California energy code requirements. Reducing the SHGC

maximum for the Central region to 0.40 is necessary for compliance with

the SHGC requirement of the IECC and to meet the new California

standard. Moreover, extending the low SHGC requirement throughout the

Central region (above 3500 HDD) would make the requirements more

stringent than the energy code, and, as a result, can be expected to improve

comfort, lower electrical peak demands, reduce pollution, and reduce

consumer cost (through reduced air conditioner sizes and reduced

electrical use during high-price time periods.) Finally, aluminum window

manufacturers would continue to be able participate in the Southern

region.

In short, we believe that the overall phase 1 proposal will significantly

improve nationwide residential building energy efficiency and should be

adopted as soon as reasonably feasible.

We also support the concept of a single set of national criteria as contained

in phase 2 of the Department’s Draft Proposal, although we have some

reservations about certain aspects of the proposal at this time. A single

standard for all climates is an excellent approach to stay well ahead of

building energy codes, while at the same time promoting available, cost-effective

high performance window technology. A single standard would

also be a simple consumer message, eliminating any confusion over Mr. Gary Curtis September 21, 2001
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climate regions, and much more closely resembling the “one-size-fits-all”

nature of programs in place for other ENERGY STAR products, like appliances,

electronics, etc.

It is safe to say that the single national standard (phase 2) contained in the

Draft Proposal will give the Department significant breathing room without

having to worry about repeatedly changing the criteria to stay one step

ahead of constantly improving building energy codes. Even considering the

pace of improvements to building energy codes over the past few years, it

will take some time for building energy codes to reach the proposed

standard. Such a move would also position ENERGY STAR to significantly

transform the window market above the baseline set by existing building

energy efficiency codes.

The use of a single criterion is particularly appealing regarding control of

summer solar heat gain. Control of summer solar gain is an issue

throughout virtually all of the country. Even when a home is located in the

far north, like Bismarck, North Dakota or Minneapolis, Minnesota, such

homes have significant solar gain concerns in the summer, requiring

substantial cooling and creating significant comfort issues for non-solar-control

fenestration. Although both of these locations are considered to be

“heating-dominated” climates with close to or above 8000 HDD, the cooling

(1%) design temperatures are still rather substantial – 90 and 88 degrees,

respectively, requiring considerable cooling in the summer – in fact, most

of the electrical utilities that serve the northern part of the country are

summer-peaking as a result of air conditioning load. I have attached a

graph showing summer and winter design temperatures relative to HDD for

RESFEN’s 48 sample cities.

Unlike winter design temperatures, this graph demonstrates that summer

design temperatures do not sharply decline relative to increasing HDD.

Given the pervasiveness of solar gain control issues nationwide, we think it

would be reasonable to establish a maximum 0.4 SHGC criteria for ENERGY

STAR windows across the nation.

A universal 0.35 U-factor is more problematic, however, because of the

substantial market presence of the aluminum window industry in certain

cooling-driven climates, such as south Texas and Florida. It is important

that this market sector continue transformation toward more energy

efficient products. The progress being made in this sector could be lost,

however, if the Department moves too fast and closes this sector out of the Mr. Gary Curtis September 21, 2001
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program during the transition. In other words, the policy decision by the

Department must recognize that establishing a maximum 0.35 U-factor in

these cooling-driven climates will almost certainly act as a disincentive for

this segment of the industry to adopt solar control glazing (since this

technology will no longer qualify these products as Energy Star), risking the

loss of potential energy efficiency gains from this measure. As a result, we

ask the Department to carefully consider whether the rewards outweigh

the risks from this approach in the short run.

If the Department chooses to move forward with the single nationwide

standard, the aggressive 1-year phase-in period between steps 1 and 2 of

the proposal will likely exacerbate any problems. An objective of launching

step 1 of the proposal in 2002 is reasonable, although window

manufacturers should be given sufficient notice to change their labeling.

Manufacturers are currently used to the three-zone approach, and, with

the exception of the modification of the boundaries of the climate regions,

the program will still be available to the same window manufacturers as

before, although some may have smaller areas in which their product will

qualify. However, with the single nationwide criterion proposed for phase

2, the program charts a new, significantly different course. While we can

see the potential for national benefits from that change of course and we

are currently capable of supplying glazing products that will help to meet

the proposed single national standard, a much longer implementation

period will allow window manufacturers to get up to speed, and get on

board, with the new program. Also, manufacturers who wish to participate

in the ENERGY STAR program, but are used to supplying high U-factor

products in the south, may require a longer lead time to evaluate and

prepare for the new requirements if they wish to continue to participate in

the program.

Finally, it is important to note that we think that the Department’s two-phase

proposal illustrates the stark policy choice – simplicity (one

nationwide standard) versus reflecting regional climate differences (three

climate zones). We simply do not see any other reasonable alternatives.

Changing from the three-zone approach to anything other than the single

“one-size-fits-all” approach should be a non-starter.

There is one issue that the Department did not address that we think is

necessary for consistency with energy codes. That issue is air infiltration.

The codes establish a maximum air infiltration level for fenestration

products. That requirement should be incorporated into Energy Star. Mr. Gary Curtis September 21, 2001

In summary, we thank the Department for the opportunity to comment on

its proposed revisions to the ENERGY STAR Windows program. Please contact

me if you have any questions or concerns with regard to these comments.

Sincerely,

James E. Larsen

Director, Technical Marketing

Cardinal Glass Industries

September 27, 2001

William Noel

Program Manager, Energy Star

U.S. Department of Energy

c/o  Gary Curtis

D&R International

147 Commercial Street NE

Salem, OR  97301

E-mail:  windows@drintl.com
Fax:  (503) 364-4146

Re:  Proposed Revisions:  Energy Star Windows

Dear Mr. Curtis;

As a partner in the Energy Star Window program, we have a vested interest in promoting and selling energy efficient products.  Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the proposed revisions to the Energy Star Windows program.

We also have a vested interest in ensuring that the program recognizes the benefit of a wide range of energy efficient products that are available and used throughout the market today. 

Through our involvement and success in promoting and marketing Energy Star Windows, we believe that the current DOE proposal for Phase I and Phase II is unacceptable.  While we acknowledge the need to bring the Energy Star Windows program in line with existing energy codes, the current program goes too far.  Specifically, we believe that the current program will exclude the use of window products that are technically proven to be energy efficient products.

On that basis, we are writing to support and endorse the attached proposal from Pilkington North America, AFG and PPG.  As stated, these three glass manufacturers represent over 60% of the glass sold into the residential market including a wide range of energy efficient products.

Based on the merits of the attached proposal in addition to our market knowledge and promotion of Energy Star windows, we recommend that DOE adopt the proposal as outline in the attached.  To exclude the recognition of energy efficient products within the Energy Star Window program is not appropriate to the overall desire to reduce energy demand and reduce energy costs

Thanks for the opportunity to comment on this.  Again, we recommend serious consideration and adoption of the attached proposal.

Sincerely,

Terry Rex

Director of Marketing

BFRich Co. Inc.

www.bfrich.com

-----Original Message----- 
From: Dwight_Alexander@rbpi.com 
Sent: Fri 9/14/2001 5:16 PM 
To: Windows 
Cc: 
Subject: Proposed U Value Changes
The proposed decrease in Energy Star U values in the Southern U.S. will
cripple the homebuyer, homebuilder and the aluminum window manufacturers.
While we agree with the .40 SHGC, your .35 suggested U value will decrease
energy consumption in San Antonio, Texas by only .07% (using RESFEN) while
increasing the cost of the window by 34%!

What's the pay-back?

Dwight Alexander
Alenco Windows
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Yia Facsimile
September 20, 2001

Gary Curtis

D & R International

147 Commercial Street NE
Salem, OR 97301

Re: Proposed Changes to Energy Star Criteria

Dear Gary:

We agree, in principle, with DOE’s proposals of Step] (Effective 01/01/2002) and Stey
(Effective 01/01/2003) as detailed in their letter dated August 31, 2001 If at all we wol
like to see Step 2 implemented earlier,

Please keep me informed on this new development as it unfolds.

Sincerely,

I

Krish Kudva

Kkenergyatar02.doc
















______
                                       December 6, 2001
Gary Curtis

D&R International

147 Commercial Street NE

Salem, OR 97301

Re: Proposed changes in U-Factor Requirements for Energy Star

Dear Mr. Curtis


Once again, The Department of Energy (DOE), has been working on the development of U-Factor and SHGC requirements for Windows, Doors, and Skylights for Energy Star Compliance, without the input of the all segments of Fenestration Industry.  It is unconscionable that a U.S. Agency, which is charged with improving energy efficiency in this country, would leave the Southern Aluminum Window and Door manufacturers out of the process. Surely, the DOE is aware that Texas and many other Gulf and Atlantic Coastal States must balance the structural requirements necessary to resist Hurricanes, against the desire to improve energy efficiency.  Texas's new building code requires protection from windborne debris along the Coastal Regions of the state.  After queries performed today I was unable to find a window product that had been approved as an impact resistant product, which was made of another material other than aluminum! We want to keep the playing field level for all of our manufacturers. We do not believe that the DOE is working with this same goal in mind. It is not the role of government in a free marketplace, to work on behalf of one part of an industry against another.  Most American Consumers expect the Energy Star Label to provide a fair and honest evaluation of a products energy use. If the goal of the DOE is to provide this type of information for consumers and reduce energy waste, then the DOE must not work to exclude Aluminum from the market. Let us remember that this is America, and our people can make their own decisions on what level of energy performance they want and can afford from the window products they choose to purchase. We at Atrium Companies Inc. and other groups such as The Architectural Manufacturers Association of Florida, (AMAF), The Efficient Windows Collaborative (EWC) and Alliance to Save Energy (ASE), have been working to improve energy efficiency in Texas through educating all Window and Door Manufacturers of the advantages of improving their products and testing to attain the Energy Star Label. If the DOE is successful in implementing this plan, the effect will be to halt all Aluminum Manufacturers from working towards the this goal of attaining the label, as it will be far out of reach, as the DOE and other special interest groups are well aware. The proposed U-Factor of 0.35 for all of the U.S. is absurd and can not be defended with scientific data as to it necessity for Texas.  As all recent studies have been pointing out, if your goal is to conserve energy in Texas, a .40 SHGC is the target, not a low U-Factor.  U-Factor, while extremely important in Minneapolis, it is not at nearly as important in Texas and other Southern States. It is clear that DOE’s Proposal to go to a .35 U-Factor nationwide, was not meant for the public, or our members to read, or participate in the process. It is my opinion that if Step 2 is implemented and EWC continues to support Energy Star as the optimum selection, DOE and the EWC will lose all the trust and credibility they have gained in the past 18 months, and Texas manufacturers will resist ever more strongly against any Federal efforts for energy standards. All window and door manufacturers must use their collective voices to inform the DOE, Energy Star, and their U.S. Senators and Representatives regarding the issues in Texas.  We will ask our Texas Congressional Delegation to begin an investigation, as to the mission of the DOE and its relevance in today's society! 

Sincerely,




Joseph L. Biegel

Director – Finance and Administration

 Cc: AMAF Members

 William Noel, Manager Energy Star Program, Office of Building Technology, State

       and Community Programs Energy Efficiency and Renewable Energy

September 30, 2001

Mr. Gary Curtis

D & R International 

147 Commercial Street NE

Salem, OR  97301

E-mail: garyc@drintl.com
Fax:  503.364.4146

Re:  Comments to DOE’s Proposed Revisions to Energy Star Window Criteria

Dear Mr. Curtis:


I have been authorized to express the following comments on behalf of Pilkington North America, Inc., PPG Industries, Inc. and AFG Industries, (referred to in this letter for simplicity as the “ Three Glass Manufacturers” or “TGM”) to the two-step changes that have been proposed to the criteria for the Energy Star Window and Door Program as outlined in William Noel’s letter of August 31, 2001 (“DOE Proposal”).  Consistent with our e-mail exchange, I appreciate your willingness to receive and consider these comments through September 28, 2001.  

As you know Gary, all Three Glass Manufacturers have been directly involved in various discussions on revisions to Energy Star Windows.  As background for this level of interest, the TGM represent over 60% of the glass sold into the residential market, including a wide range of energy efficient products.


The TGM have reviewed the Step 1 and Step 2 proposed revisions to Energy Star Windows and have achieved a technical consensus that DOE’s proposed revisions are not beneficial and, therefore, the TGM urges DOE to consider the alternative proposals which are outlined in the attached Appendix.  The consensus reached by the TGM regarding the proposed revisions is as follows.

Step 1 of DOE’s Proposal is unacceptable.  It will increase energy consumption and contrasts significantly from the International Energy Conservation Code (“IECC) relative to the 2000 HDD line for the “Central” geographical region of the United States.  

As an alternative, the TGM proposes a Step 1 revision that will result in energy savings and be consistent with the IECC relative to energy conservation requirements and geographical divisions.

Regarding Step 2 of the DOE’s proposal, the TGM is opposed to the single U-factor / SHGC limit for the entire USA.  Whereas, such an approach can easily be applied to household appliances, it is simply unrealistic and, quite frankly, detrimental as a vehicle to promote energy conservation and the use of renewable energy sources in the diverse weather environments found across the United States. 

We would particularly encourage DOE to reconsider its proposal to apply the IECC’s most severe, southern region SHGC of 0.40 throughout all climatic regions of the United States.  The application of such a SHGC limit value in the central U.S. and all of the northern U.S. is completely unjustified by any technical or engineering analysis.  In that regard, the IECC imposes no such SHGC limitation on any region above 3,500 HDDs.  Moreover, our calculations show that adherence to step 2 of DOE’s Proposal will actually result in an increase in energy consumption in the north and central regions of the United States.  Our calculations show that a typical new home in the northern region (above 6000 HDDs) will experience an annual reduction in energy consumption of 2.3 million Btu’s if windows having a U-factor of 0.35 and a SHGC of 0.50 are used, rather than windows having a 0.35 U-factor and a 0.40 SHGC as outlined in step 2 of the DOE Proposal.  Similarly, a new home in the central region (between 3500 and 6000 HDDs) would experience an annual reduction of energy usage of 1.1 million Btu’s.

DOE’s Step 2 Proposal is also completely inconsistent with the Congressional mandate resulting in the creation of the Energy Star Program.  The Congressional objective is to increase energy efficiency and reduce the Country’s dependence on non-renewable sources of energy.  The adoption of a national SHGC of 0.40 will not advance either objective.  While the 0.40 SHGC limit may reduce peak load demands during a few extreme days of heat in the summer, it will only do so at the expense of a significant increase in overall energy consumption throughout the remainder of the year.

As a result of the overall energy consumption increase, the TGM are completely and uniformly opposed to the second step of DOE’s Proposal.  It is not supported in any manner by the requirements of the IECC.  Indeed, it has no technical justification at all.  It will result in an increase in energy usage in the north and central regions of the United States.  At the same time, it will reduce the benefits that can be derived from passive solar heat gain through the widows by homeowners in the central and northern regions of the United States. The TGM urges DOE to adopt our Step 2 proposal as set out in the attached Appendix.  

The TGM’s proposals also meet or exceed all changes resulting from the adoption of Title 24 in California and the requirements of the IECC.  They are technically sound and accomplish the twin objectives of the Energy Star Program, namely, energy conservation and encouraging the use of renewable energy sources. 

We urge you to adopt the changes to the program articulated in the attached Appendix. If there remains major opposition from window manufacturer’s regarding the proposed changes within the program over the next 15 months, then DOE should re-open the comment period relative to the second step of its proposal.  If DOE is unwilling to extend the time necessary to hear additional industry concerns respecting the second step of its proposal, the TGM urges DOE to consider the TGM second step as articulated in the attached 

Very truly yours,





Terry Rex

BFRich Co. Inc., on behalf of:





Pilkington North America, Inc., by Paul M. Gore


PPG Industries, Inc., by Al Lutz, and





AFG Industries, Inc. by Thomas J. Mewbourne

cc:
William Noel,


Department of Energy 


Office of Building Technologies


1000 Independence Ave., SW


Room 5E-098 EE042



Washington D.C. 20585


e-mail: william.noel@hq.doe.gov

fax:  202.586.1233

Appendix

Step 1 - Change in Energy Star Criteria





U-factor

SHGC

Northern Region

0.35


Any

 > 6000 HDD

Central Region

0.40


0.55
3500 - 6000 HDD

Southern Region

0.50


0.40

 < 3500 HDD

U-factor and SHGC values represent maximum values

Step 2 - Change in Energy Star Criteria




      

U-factor

SHGC

> = 3500 HDD

0.35


Any

< 3500 HDD


0.50


0.40

U-factor and SHGC values represent maximum values
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Sincerely,





Duane Larson


Manager, Residential Energy Management





This letter was also submitted by the following Champion Presidents:  Norman Rosichan, Dayton, OH; Patricia Montgomery, Knoxville, TN; Fred Hiudt, Greenville, SC; Jack Kraus, St. Louis, MO; and Ted Dow, Operations Manager, Billerica, MA.
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