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Re: Docket No. 07-BSTD-1 

Dear Chair Pfannenstiil and Commissioners: 

Cardinal Glass Industries submits the following comments on the 45-day 
language for the Building Energy Efficiency Standards: 

Cardinal Glass Industries is the largest manufacturer of insulating glass and 
low+ glass for use in windows the United States and is an active supporter of energy 
efficiency. We have 27 manufacturing f e c i l i  across the nation, including two in 
California, and over 5,000 employees. Cardinal Glass Industries supports the efforts of 
the California Energy Commission to continue to improve the energy emciency 
embodied in the Building Energy Efficiency Standards and provide national leadership 
in energy efficient buildings. Cardinal has been an active participant in the development 
of energy codes nationwide for many years, and we appreciate the opportunity to 
participate in this process. 

Cardinal Glass Industries generally supports the 45-day language as a solid 
starting place and opposes any modifications to weaken the progress that has already 
been made. However, given our expertise in fenestration-related code issues on a 
national basis, we have several recommendations for adjustments either now or in the 
near future that will maintain California's national leadership in state energy codes. 
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We have identified four fenestration-related areas in the Standards where a few 
adjustments in the short term could have a major long-term impact on California's 
energy efficiency. Our recommendations and reasons are set forth helm 

1 Section 10-112; Table8 1164 and 11- Malntaln roferenw b NFRC ntlng 
pmodure in establishing hm6r0ion default table8 and cornidor 
eahbkhlng crbrla thmt will ernun that valrm are eet that will not encourage 
bulldors b use u n m W  prod-. 

California has led the nation in the development of robust fenestration energy 
ratings through the National Fenestration Rating Council, including participating on the 
NFRC Board for many years. The state should not mnd inconsistent signals by 
permitting default fenestration values that could give builders an incentive to bypass the 
rigorous W n g  and simulation criteria established by NFRC. As a result, at a minimum, 
in this cycle, we would strongly recommend against eliminating the reference in section 
10-112 to the NFRC procedure as proposed. Moreover, we recommend that the 
CommEssion consider approaches to strengthen the criteria in this section to ensure that 
no default value is as good as a rated value. 

Unfortunately, section 10-112 of the 45-Day Language eliminates the 
requirement that default fenestration values be based on the NFRC rating procedure, 
and instead substitutes ASHRAE 2005 Handbook of Fundamentals. We have no 
objection to refgrencing the ASHRAE Hendbodc along with NFRC. However, if the 
default values in Table 116-A are determined without reference to NFRC's rigorous 
testing and simulation requirements, as well as ASHRAE, there is a possibility that 
glazing evaluated under the default table will receive lower U-factors or SHGC values 
than they would have under NFRC's criteria. This will create an incentive for builders to 
use unverified fenestration products - products which in reality may not meet the default 
criteria. 

Similarly, we believe that a window default table should assume that a window is 
less efficient if not h t e d  under recognized methods. If the default table assumes 
'gher U-factors and SHGC values, and creates a disincentive for builders to use 
untested products, builders will be more likely to install hiihquality tested fenestration 
products in homes. We would recommend that, in the future, the default criteria in 
section 10-1 12, specify that defautts be set so that no product would obtain a better U- 
factor or SHGC under the defautts than under an NFRC rating. One approach to 
achieve this might be to increase default values from the Handbook or NFRC values 
(whichever is higher) by 10% to decrease the likelihood that such defaults would be 
equal to or lower than rated values. This concem is especially applicable to the too 
generous default approach developed for certain site-built non-residential fenestration 
under Appendix NA6, which is discussed below. 








