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July 31, 2001

Gary Curtis

D&R International

147 Commercial Street NE

Salem, Oregon   97301

Dear Gary:

First, let me extend my appreciation to D&R and the DOE for the opportunity to participate in the Energy Star Windows revision process. Pella Corporation fully supports the Energy Star Windows program and recognizes the importance of keeping the program up to date. Based on the conference call held on July 27, and some follow up discussions with other Pella personnel, we offer the following comments and recommendations.

During the conference call, two primary points were mentioned repeatedly:

· Energy Star qualifying products should be at least as, if not more, energy efficient than products that meet the minimum efficiency levels of predominant building energy codes.

· Simple is better – from the consumers’ as well as the manufacturers’ viewpoints.

Keeping those two basic concepts in mind, we propose the following revisions. Please refer to the two color-coded maps that further illustrate our proposal.

1) Simplify from Three Regions to Two Regions – Northern and Southern.

During the conference call, there seemed to be a general direction forming toward redefining the region boundaries to approximately coincide with lines of 3500 HDD and 6000 HDD. In our estimation, this would result in a very narrow band of states that would fall into the new Central Region (Region II). In the interests of both simplicity and increased energy efficiency, we see several benefits in extending the “Northern Region” to the 3500 HDD line.  By doing so, the tighter U-value requirements would extend further south, and increase the overall efficiency of products in those states.  And as we know in practice today, products with lower U-values almost always have better SHGC ratings as well.

2) Define the boundary between the Northern and Southern Regions to coincide with state borders.

We propose that in the interest of simplicity to the end consumer, as well as from an administrative perspective, the Northern / Southern boundary be defined so as to exactly coincide with state borders. The proposed new Southern Region would include California, Nevada, Arizona, New Mexico, Oklahoma, Texas, Arkansas, Louisiana, Tennessee, Mississippi, Alabama, North Carolina, South Carolina, Georgia, Florida and Hawaii. All other states would be included in the new Northern Region.

Nevada is one state that does not fit the proposal as well as we would like. Because of extreme weather conditions in the southern portion of the state, we thought it might best fit in the new Southern Region. However, Nevada could arguably be placed in either region, and we would not be opposed to moving it to the new Northern Region if the DOE deems appropriate.

3) Establish one set of requirements for windows and all doors, independent of the amount of glazing.

Again, in the interest of simplicity, one set of requirements for all windows and all doors would be best. We propose that the Northern Region requirements remain the same as they are today for windows (maximum U-value of 0.35, any SHGC), but that the Southern Region requirements be changed to allow for a maximum U-value of 0.40 and a maximum SHGC of 0.40. As well as offering simplicity, these limits are consistent with the mandate that the program be equally or more stringent than predominant building codes.

It has been argued that tighter requirements would be appropriate for unglazed doors, and we do not necessarily dispute this. However, considering that doors typically make up a much lower percentage of a building envelope as compared to windows, the added complexity of having different requirements for unglazed doors does not seem justified.

4) Revise requirements for skylights, so as to remain in sync with above recommendations.

So far, during the public discussions and commentary regarding these revisions, we are not aware that there has been any discussion regarding Energy Star requirements for skylights. To maintain consistency, we propose that the same redefined regions and boundaries also apply to skylights. We further propose that the Northern Region requirements for skylights remain the same as they are today (maximum U-value of 0.45, any SHGC), and that the Southern Region requirements for skylights be changed to allow for a maximum U-value of 0.50 and a maximum SHGC of 0.40. Based on current skylight requirements, and the proposed changes for windows and doors, these revisions seem reasonable and appropriate.

Overall, we feel that these revisions will provide for a program that is consistent with the objectives of simplifying, while at that same time being equally or more stringent than predominant building codes.

Gary, once again thank you for the opportunity to offer our input into this process. If further information or clarification is necessary, please don’t hesitate to contact me.
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Sincerely,

Joseph A. Hayden

Pella Corporation
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