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March 27, 2003

Richard H. Karney (sent via email)
Manager, ENERGY STAR Program
Office of Building Technology
1000 Independence Avenue, SW
Washington, DC 20585

Dear Mr. Karney

The two Energy Star proposals under consideration certainly provide an interesting discussion.
It was good to see the four zone map presented as an alternative to the three zone map. The
advantages and disadvantages of the proposals were well laid out and have hopefully provided
greater understanding of the topic to interested parties.

TruSeal's position remains the same as stated to you last year, that the three zone map is less
energy efficient, increases window manufacturing costs, and will drive up window costs,
possibly discouraging replacement in homes that need it.

The three zone map explanations praise the decreased cooling loads of glass with low SHGC.
However, it ignores the window manufacturing aspects of handling sputter coat versus pyrolytic
low e glass. Sputter coated glass is more expensive, more sensitive to scratching and some types
require the additional step of edge deletion which, if not done property, can hurt durability.
These aspects will drive up costs and give manufacturers, and ultimately consumers, less choice
of products.

Is the goal to appease the energy company lobbyists concerned with peak consumption, or is it to
reduce overall consumption? While the three zone system may shave peak consumption, the
goal of lowering total consumption is better achieved with the four zone system. Keeping the
consumer in mind, the four zone map provides the North/Central consumers lower energy
expenditures since heating costs in this region outweigh cooling costs.

The issue of map complexity is blown out of proportion. Since most window manufacturers are
regional suppliers, the four zone map should not present much more complexity than the three
zone map. It is important to keep the regional window manufacturers in mind as decisions are
made, when they are often drowned out by the highly active national window manufacturers who
would have more difficulty managing an additional zone.



The four zone map maximizes the best energy savings for each region. A four zone system
increases the energy savings advantages beyond the current program while maximizing the
advantages of lower U values and low SHGC in the lower half of the country and areas such as
California with peak demand issues. Other energy saving methods should be encouraged in areas
where peak consumption is a critical issue.

Hopefully, the Department of Energy will take the manufacturing and window cost and
availability impacts into consideration, and choose the greater energy savings option, the four
zone map.

Respectfully submitted,

Lori Postak, M.S.
Associate Director of Research & Development
TruSeal Technologies, Inc.



