Memo

To:
Interested Parties

From:
Gary Curtis

Date:
9/11/2002
Re:
Summary of 7/27/01 Conference Call

A conference call to discuss the review of the ENERGY STAR Windows criteria was held Friday, July 27, 2001. The call provided a forum for ENERGY STAR partners and other interested parties to ask questions and provide input related to the criteria.

The conference call participants addressed the two issues that are the focus of the review:

· A proposal by a group of door manufacturers to add criteria for non-glazed and partially glazed doors; and, 

· Issues and possible changes to the criteria given recent code changes in California, Texas, Florida and South Carolina.

Doors

The first part of the call addressed the proposed criteria for non-glazed and partially glazed doors. A copy of Draft 1 of the proposed door criteria had previously been provided to interested parties. The proponents of the criteria submitted Draft 4 on July 26, 2001. While this draft had not been distributed prior to conference call, Joe Hayden of Pella provided an overview of Draft 4 with assistance from John McFee and others who had worked to develop the proposal. 

The Draft 4 proposal establishes criteria for doors and side-lites in the following categories:

· Full Lite. Doors with more than 1100 sq in. of glazing and side-lites with more than 350 sq in of glazing;

· Partial Glazing. Doors with less than 1100 sq in. of glazing and side-lites with less than 350 sq in of glazing; and

· No Glazing. Doors and side-lites with no glazing.

The proposal provides U-Factor and SHGC criteria for each of the three ENERGY STAR Climate Regions. 

There was general support for including criteria for non-glazed and partially glazed doors in ENERGY STAR.

The discussion included clarifying questions about the proposal as well as comments on the proposal.  Several questions were related to the NFRC ratings for doors and side-lites. NFRC provides ratings for side-lites and transoms but not for assemblies of doors with side-lites and/or transoms. Each product is rated separately.

Some suggested that the criteria for doors should seek to promote the “top 20%” of door products in order to be consistent with the general criteria used for other ENERGY STAR products. The proponents agreed that it would be appropriate to review the NFRC data to try to determine the percentage of doors and side-lites that meet the proposed criteria.

Draft 4 proposes using the same SHGC criteria used for windows for all categories of doors and side-lites. Some suggested that the SHGC criteria for “Partial Glazing” and “No Glazing” should be more stringent. 

The proponents stated that they would meet separately to discuss the comments and suggestions made during the conference call and forward any modifications to Draft 4 to Gary Curtis at D&R International.

California
The next issues addressed during the conference call were related to the recent changes to California’s Title 24 energy code. These changes have resulted in prescriptive criteria in Title 24 that require U-factors and/or SHGC values that are more stringent than required by ENERGY STAR in most of Southern and Central California. 

Several participants on the conference call, including Ken Nittler, were quite knowledgeable regarding the requirements of Title 24 as well as the rationale for the code requirements. They provided background and discussion regarding the particulars of the code as well as common building practices used to meet the code. 

Several participants on the call suggested that the parts of California that are included in the ENERGY STAR Central and Southern Regions should have an SHGC criteria of 0.40 or lower. One commenter suggested that most of California could be included in the ENERGY STAR Southern Region. Other participants pointed out that Title 24 requires lower U-factors in these parts of the state than currently required in the ENERGY STAR Southern Region. 

It was noted that several California utilities provide incentives for replacement windows with a U-factor < 0.40 and an SHGC < 0.40.  Gary Curtis noted that several California utilities have stated their preference for ENERGY STAR criteria that meet the utility incentive criteria. While no motions were made, there was a general sentiment that the ENERGY STAR criteria for Central and Southern California should meet or exceed the prescriptive requirements of Title 24.

IECC/IRC
The final portion of the conference call addressed the adoption of IECC/IRC based energy codes in Texas, South Carolina and Florida. These changes have resulted in energy code prescriptive criteria that exceed the ENERGY STAR criteria in all or parts of these states. Several participants noted that several other jurisdictions have adopted or are considering adoption of the IECC/IRC including Washington, D.C., Maryland, New York, Delaware, New Hampshire and Chicago.

Gary Curtis provided a general overview of the pertinent code requirements for residential replacement windows as well as the requirements for windows used in residential new construction. Garrett Stone provided additional details related to the code provisions. It was noted that the codes provide trade-offs for window energy performance in the requirements for new construction but that the replacement windows requirements do not provide trade-offs. 

Garret described the key provisions of the IECC/IRC for replacement windows in relation to regions of the country with 2000 heating degree days (HDD) or less, more than 2000 HDD but less than 3500 HDD, more than 3500 HDD but less than 6000 HDD and more than 6000 HDD. It was explained that the IECC/IRC requirements for replacement windows in these regions are of particular interest in relation to ENERGY STAR criteria. The IECC/IRC requirements for replacement windows are summarized in the following table.

	Heating Degree Days
	U-factor
	SHGC

	0 – 1999
	0.75
	0.40

	2000 – 3499
	0.50
	0.40

	3500 – 3999
	0.50
	

	4000 – 5999
	0.40
	

	6000 and above
	0.35
	


Several participants suggested that the ENERGY STAR criteria should be at least as stringent as the most stringent requirements in the codes (the replacement window requirements). Two participants suggested simplifying the ENERGY STAR criteria to a single U-factor and SHGC criteria for entire nation. They suggested a U-factor of either 0.35 or 0.40 and an SHGC of 0.40. Others stated that this would unfairly eliminate aluminum-framed windows in the South. One participant stated that a single criterion would not properly recognize the need for low SHGC products in the South while allowing higher SHGC products to compete in the North.

One participant suggested reducing the U-factor in the Southern Region. One participant suggested that ENERGY STAR should always be stronger than code. One participant suggested that ENERGY STAR should try to lead practice. Others cautioned against leading by so great a margin that ENERGY STAR would be unattainable. 

There was a brief discussion regarding inclusion of air leakage criteria for windows in the ENERGY STAR criteria. It was noted that the IECC/IRC requires air leakage values of < 0.30cfm/lft. There was discussion related to the use of NFRC ratings as well as AAMA/WDMA ratings. One participant pointed out that NFRC has a procedure for recognition of air leakage ratings determined in accordance with the AAMA/WDMA procedures. 

There was no consensus regarding particular U-factor or SHGC values nor on the value of developing air leakage criteria for ENERGY STAR. However, there was a general sentiment that the replacement window criteria of the IECC/IRC provided a useful set of guidelines for consideration in the review of the ENERGY STAR criteria.

Participants were asked to submit any additional comments or questions to Gary Curtis via the e-mail address windows@drintl.com. 
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