Subject: ENERGY STARe® criteria revisions

Thank you for allowing us the opportunity to provide input regarding the upcoming ENERGY 5TAR
revisions. We would like to submit the following comments for your consideration concerning the proposed draft
side-hinged door criteria and analysis published on August 6, 2005:

We support separate criteria for glazed and opague doors. However, we believe that any differentiation
based on the quantity of glazing is not in the best interest of the homeowner, These values could persuade a
consumer to purchase a lesser performing product (3/4-lite) over a higher performing product (1/2-lite) simply
because it is ENERGY STAR qualified. This would result is less energy savings, not more,

Door Type | Phase 1 | Phase 2

Opagque U=018 | U=016

If criteria are variable by percent of glazing, we request the Y:-lite
values be adjusted to reflect the same glazing required by the full lite values
{see Table 1), Simulations have demonstrated that the glazing required

Y& Lite | U=027 | U=023 | attaining a 0.32 U-factor in a full lite door will result in a 0.27 U-factor in a

T & Full Lite | U=032 | U=028 | Yelite door of identical construction and glazing.
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We acknowledge that there is great
opportunity for improvements in efficiencies with
opaque door units. Opague entry doors constitute a
large percentage of the market. Therefore, we
believe a more aggressive value lor Phase 1 would
better differentiate energy efficient products. OF
the 463 opaque door records (VT = 0.0000H ) in the
NFRC database, 237 of them already perform at
0.18 or better (Fig 1 and Fig 2). We believe this
would be an appropriate value that is achievable
wilth current technologies.

We discourage the implementation of
maximum SHGC, Lower U-factor requirements
and the elimination of climate zones greatly reduce
the importance of SHGC limitations, By their

nature, products with low U-factors will also have
low SHGC. The attempted “balance™ 15
unnecessary. We continue 1o request that the
interval between program criteria changes be at
least four (4) years and would support a Phase 2
effective date 4 vears aller the Phase 1 effective
date.

As a member of the Association of
Millwork Distributors, we appreciated the
EnergyStar Program and look forward to parinering
with you in future efforts to promote safe,
affordable, energy efficient millwork products.
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Subject: ENERGY STARG® criteria revisions

Thank you fur allowing us the apportunity to provide input regarding the upcoming ENERGY STAR
revisions. We would like to submit the following comments for your consideration concerning the proposed draft
side-hinged door criteria and analysis published on Angust 6, 2008:

We support separate criteria for glazed and opaque doors. However, we believe that any differentiation
based on the quantity of glazing is not in the best interest of the homeowner. These values could persuade a
consumer to purchase a lesser performing product (3/4-lite) over a higher performing product (1/2-lite) simply
because it is ENERGY STAR qualified. This would result is less energy savings, not maore.

Door Type Phase 1 | Phase 2 If criteria are variable by percent of glazing, we request the Y2-lite
g™ U015 |U=071% values be adjusted to reflect the same glazing required by the full lite values

(see Table 1), Simulations have demonstrated that the glazing required

vdadelaLite | U=027 | U=023 | attaining a 0.32 U-factor in a full lite door will result in a 0.27 U-factor in a
W Full Lite | U=032 | U=n028 | ¥lite door of identical construction and glazing,

Opague Doors in NFRC Detabese by Core
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We acknowledge that there 15 great
opportunity for improvements in efficiencies with
opagque door units. Opague entry doors constitute a
large percentage of the market. Therefore, we
believe a more aggressive value for Phase 1 would
better differentiate energy efficient products. Of
the 463 opaque door records (VT = 0000001) in the
NFRC database, 237 of them already perform at
015 or better (Fig | and Fig 2). We believe this
would be an appropriate value that is achievable
with current technologies,

We discourage the implementation of
maximum SHGC. Lower U-factor requirements
and the elimination of climate zones greatly reduce
the importance of SHGC limitations. By their

nature, products with low U-factors will also have
low SHGC. The attempted “halance™ is
unnecessary. We continue to request that the
interval between program criteria changes be at
least four (4) years and would support a Phase 2
effective date 4 years after the Phase 1 effective
date.

As a member of the Association of
Millwork Distributors, we appreciated the
EnergyStar Program and look forward to partnering
with vou in future efforts to promote safe,
affordable, energy efficient millwork products.
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Subject: ENERGY STARGe= criteria revisions

Thank you for allowing us the opportunity to provide input regarding the upcoming ENERGY STAR
revisions. We would ke to submit the following comments for your consideration concerning the proposed draft
side-hinged door criteria and analysis published on August 6, 2008

We support separate criteria for glazed and opaque doors. However, we believe that any differentiation
based on the quantity of glazing is not in the best interest of the homeowner. These values could persuade a
consumer to purchase a lesser performing product (3/4-lite) over a higher performing product { 1/2-lite) simply
because it is ENERGY STAR qualified, This would result is less energy savings, not more.

Door Type | Phase | | Phase 2 If criteria are variable by percent of glazing, we request the Y:-lite

Opaque U=018 | U=0.16

values be adjusted to reflect the same glazing required by the full lite values
isee Table 1). Simulations have demonstrated that the glazing required

“d&iLite |U=027|U=023 | attaining a 0.32 U-factor in a full lite door will result in a 0.27 U-factor in a

e Full Lite | U=0.32 | U=0.28 | Y-lite door of identical construction and glazing,

COpzgue Doors in NFRC Detabese by Core
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We acknowledge that there is great
opportunity for improvements in efficiencies with
opaque door units. Opaque entry doors constitute a
large percentage of the market, Therefore, we
believe a more aggressive value for Phase 1 would
better differentiate energy efficient products, Of
the 463 opague door records (VT = 0.00001) in the
NFRC database, 237 of them already perform at
0.18 or better (Fig | and Fig 2). We believe this
would be an appropriate value that is achievable
with current technologies,

We discourzge the implementation of
maximum SHGC. Lower U-factor requirements
and the elimination of climate zones greatly reduce
the importance of SHGC limitations, By their

nature, products with low T-factors will also have
low SHGC. The attempted “balance™ is
unnecessary., We continue to request that the
interval between program criteria changes be at
teast four (4) vears and would support a Phase 2
effective date 4 vears afler the Phase 1 effective
date,

As a member of the Association of
Millwork Distributors, we appreciated the
EnergyStar Program and look forward to partnering
with you in future elforts o promote sale,
aftordable, encrgy efficient millwork products.
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Subject: ENERGY STARG® criteria revisions

Thank you for allowing vs the opportunity to provide input regarding the upcoming ENERGY STAR
revisions, We would like to submit the following comments for your consideration concerning the proposed drafi
side-hinged door criteria and analysis published on August &, 20038:

We support separate criteria for glazed and opaque doors. However, we believe that any differentiation
based on the quantity of glazing is not in the best interest of the homeowner. These values could persuade a
consumer to purchase a lesser performing product (3/4-lite) over a higher performing product {1/2-lite) simply
because it is ENERGY STAR qualified. This would result is less energy savings, not more.

Door Type | Phase 1 | Phase 2 If eriteria are variable by percent of glazing, we request the Ya-lite
values be adjusted to reflect the same glazing required by the full lite values

Opaque Aol el {see Table 1). Simulations have demonstrated that the glazing required

VadeVa Lite | U=027 | U=023 | attaining a 0.32 U-factor in a tull lite door will result in a 0.27 U-factor in a

3 & Full Lite | U=032 | U=0.28 | ¥-lite door of identical construction and glazing.

We acknowledge that there 1s great
opportunity for improvements in efficiencies with

Opaque Docrs in NFRC Database by Core opague door units. (pague entry doors constituie a
larze percentage of the market. Therefore, we
believe a more aggressive value for Phase 1 would
better differentiate energy efficient products, Of
the 463 opaque door records (VT = 0.00001) in the
NFRC database, 237 of them already perform at
0.18 or better (Fig 1 and Fig 2). We believe this
would be an appropriate value that is achievable
with current technologies.

We discourage the implementation of
maximum SHGC. Lower L-factor requirements

and the elimination of climate zones greatly reduce

the importance of SHGC limitations. By their
nature, products with low U-factors will also have
low SHGC. The attempted “balance™ is
unnecessary, We continue to request that the
interval between program criteria changes be at
least four (4) vears and would support a Phase 2
effective date 4 vears after the Phase 1 effective
date.

As a member of the Association of
Millwork Distributors, we appreciated the
EnergyStar Program and look forward to partnering

with you in future efforts to promaote safe,
— i affordable, energy e:fﬂl:a'em millwork products,
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Subject: ENERGY STARG® criteria revisions

Thank you for allowing us the opportunity to provide input regarding the upcoming ENERGY STAR
revisions. We would like to submit the following comments [or your consideration concerning the proposed draft
side-hinged door criteria and analysis published on August 6, 2008:

We suppori separate criteria for glazed and opaque doors. However, we believe that any differentiation
based on the quantity of glazing is not in the best interest of the homeowner. These values could persuade a
consumer to purchase a lesser performing product (3/4-lite) over a higher performing product {1/2-lite) simply
because it is ENERGY STAR qualified. This would result 15 less energy savings, not more.

Door Type | Phasc | | Phase 2 It criteria are variable by percent of glazing, we request the '2-lite

— — values-be adjusted to reflect the same glazing required by the full lite value
Opagque U=018 | U=016 {see Table 1), Simulations have demonstrated that the glazing required

Y&l Lite |U=027 | U=0.23| attaining a (.32 U-factor in a full lite door will result in a 0.27 U-factor in a

1, & Full Lite | U=032 | U=028 | ¥-lite door of identical construction and glazing,

We acknowledge that there 15 great

opportunity for improvements in efficiencies with
opagque door units. Opaque eniry doors constitute
large percentage of the market. Therefore, we
belicve a more aggressive value for Phase 1 woul
better differentiate energy efficient products. OF
the 463 opaque door records (V1 = 0.00001) in th
NFRC database, 237 of them already perform at
0.1% or better (Fig 1 and Fig 2). We believe this
would be an appropriate value that is achievable
with current technologies.

Opague Doors in MFRC Oetabase by Core

We discourage the implementation of

- - ! " maximum SHGC. Lower U-factor requircments
Fizas 1 and the elimination of climate zones greatly reduc
the importance of SHGC limitations. By their
Opaque Doors in HFRC Detsbase US048 nature, products with low U-factors will also have

low S1IGC, The attempted “balance™ is
unnecessary. We continue to request that the
interval between program eriteria changes be at
least four (4) years and would support a Phase 2
effective date 4 vears after the Phase | effective

e

B date.
o Ly
D As a member of the Association of
o LA i Willwork Distributors, we appreciated the
ER PU o P I ] W EnergyStar Program and look forward to partnering
- with you in future efforts to promote safe,
Figure 2 affordable, energy efficient millwork products,
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Subject: ENERGY STAR® criteria revisions

Thank you for allowing us the opportunity to provide input regarding the upcoming ENERGY STAR

revisions. We would like to submit the following comments for your consideration concerning the proposed draft
side-hinged door eriteria and analyzis published on August 6, 2005

We support separate criteria for glazed and opaque doors. However, we believe that any differentiation

based on the quantity of glazing is not in the best interest of the homeowner. These values could persuade a
consumner to purchase a lesser performing product (3/4-lite) over a higher performing product (1/2-lite) simply
because it is ENERGY STAR qualified. This would result is less energy savings, not more,

If criteria are variable by percent of glazing, we request the 12-lite
values be adjusted to reflect the same glazing required by the full Tite values
{see Table ). Simulations have demonstrated that the glazing required
attaining a (.32 U-factor in a full lite door will result in a 0.27 U-factor in a

Door Type | Phase | | Phase 2

Orpague U=018 | U=10.16

Y &'taLite | U=027 | U=1023
& Eull Lite | U=0232 | U=0.28 | Ylite door of identical construction and glazing.
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Dpagoe Doors in NFRC Database by Core
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We acknowledge that there is great
opportunity for improvements in efficiencies with
opaque door units. Opaque entry doors constitute a
large percentage of the market. Therefore, we
believe a more aggressive value for Phase 1 would
better differentiate energy efficient products. Of
the 463 opaque door records (VT < 0.00001) in the
NFRC database, 237 of them already perform at
0,18 or better (Fig | and Fig 2). We believe this
would be an appropriate value that is achievable
with current technologies,

We discourage the implementation of
maximum SHGC, Lower U-factor requirements
and the elimination of climate zones greatly reduce
the importance of SHGC limitations. By their

nature, products with low U-Tactors will also have
low SHGC, The attempted “balance™ is
unnecessary. We continue to request that the
interval between program criteria changes be at
least four (4) years and would support a Phase 2
effective date 4 years after the Phase 1 effective
date.

As a member of the Association of
Millwork Distributors, we appreciated the
EnergyStar Program and look forward to pattnering
with you in future efforts to promote safe,
affordable, energy efficient millwork products,
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Subject: ENERGY STARGu® criteria revisions

Thank you for allowing us the opportunity 1o provide input regarding the upcoming ENERGY STAR
revisions, We would like to submit the following comments for your consideration concerning the proposed draft
side-hinged door criteria and analysis published on Aungust 6, 2008:

We support separate eriteria for glazed and opague doors. However, we believe that any differentiation
based on the quantity of glazing is not in the best interest of the homeowner. These values could persuade a
consumer to purchase a lesser performing product (3/4-lite) over a higher performing product (1/2-lite) simply
because it is ENERGY STAR qualified. This would result is less energy savings, not more,

Door Type Phase | | Phase 2
Opaque U=0.138 | U=0.16
W& laLlite | U=027 | U=023
¥W&FullLite | U=032 | U=02§

[f eriteria are variable by percent of glazing, we request the Y2-lite
values be adjusted to reflect the same glazing required by the full lite values
(see Table 1). Simulations have demonstrated that the glazing required
attaining a 0.32 U-factor in a {ull lite door will result in a 0.27 U-factor in a
l4-lite door of identical construction and glazing.

We acknowledge that there 15 great

Opagee Doors in MFRC Database by Core

opportunity for improvements in efficiencies with
opaque door units. Opagque entry doors constitute a
large percentage of the market. Therefore, we

believe a more aggressive value for Phase | would

better differentiate energy etficient products. OFf

the 462 opague door records (V1= 0.00001) in the

NFRC database, 237 of them already perform at

0.18 or better (Fig | and Fig 2). We helieve this

would be an appropriate value that is achievable

with current technologies.

We discourage the implementation of
maximum SHGC. Lower U-factor requirements

and the elimination of climate zones greatly reduce

the importance of SHGC hmitations. By their
nature, products with low U-lactors will also have
low SHGC. The attempted “balance™ is

unnecessary. We continue to request that the

interval between program criteria changes be at

least four (4) vears and would support a Phase 2

effective date 4 vears after the Phase | effective

date,

As a member of the Association of

Millwork Distributors, we appreciated the

EnergyStar Program and look forward to partnering

Figure 2

with you in future efforts to promote safe,
affordable, energy efficient millwork products.
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Subject: ENERGY STARG criteria revisions

Thank you tor allowing us the opportunity to provide input regarding the upcoming ENERGY STAR
revisions. We would like to submit the following comments for your consideration concerning the proposed drafl
side-hinged door eriteria and analysis published on August 6, 2008:

We support separate criteria for glared and opaque doors. However, we believe that any differentiation
based on the quantity of glazing is not in the best interest of the homeowner, These values could persuade a
consumer to purchase a lesser performing product (3/4-lite) over a higher performing product (1/2-lite) simply
because it is ENERGY STAR qualified. This would result is less energy savings, not more.

Door Type Phase | | Phase 2
Opaque U=0I18 | U=0%16
W&¥WLite | U=027 | U=023
W& Full Lite | U=032 | U=028

Dpagae Doors in NFRC Detabase by Core
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It criteria are variable by pereent of glazing, we request the Y-lite
values be adjusted to reflect the same glazing required by the full lite value:
(see Table 1). Simulations have demonstrated that the glazing required
attaining a 0.32 U-factor in a full lite door will result in a 0.27 U-factor in a
Ya-lite door of identical construction and glazing.

We acknowledge that there is great
opportunity for improvements in efficiencies with
opaque door units. Opague entry doors constitute
large percentage of the market. Therefore, we
believe a more aggressive value for Phase 1 woulc
better differentiate energy efficient products, OF
the 463 opuque door records (VT = 0.00001) in th
NFRC database, 237 of them already perform at
0.18 or better (Fig 1 and Fig 2). We belizve this
would be an appropriate value that is achievable
with current technologies.

We discourage the implementation of
maximum SHGC. Lower U-factor requirements
and the elimination of climate zones preatly reduc
the importance of SHGC himitations. By their

nature, products with low U-factors will also have
low SHGC. The attempted “balance” is
unnecessary. We continue to request that the
interval between program criteria changes be at
least four (4} years and would support a Phase 2
effective date 4 vears after the Phase 1 effective
date.

As a member of the Association of
Millwork Distributors, we appreciated the
EnergyStar Program and look forward to partnering
with wvou in future efforts to promote safe,
alfordable, energy efficient millwork products.
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Subject: ENERGY STARGe criteria revisions

Thank you for allowing us the opportunity to provide input regarding the upcoming ENERGY STAR
revisions. We would like to submit the following comments for your consideration concerning the proposed draft
side-hinged door criteria and analysis published on August 6, 2008:

We support separate criteria for glazed and opague doors, However, we believe that any differentiation
based on the quantity of glazing is not in the best interest of the homeowner, These values could persuade a
consumner to purchase a lesser performing product (3/4-lite) over a higher performing product (1/2-lite) simply
because it is ENERGY STAR qualified. This would result is less energy savings, not more.

Door Type Phase 1 | Phase 2

Opaque U=018 | U=10.16

If criteria are variable by percent of glazing, we request the Ya-lite
values be adjusted to reflect the same glazing required by the full lite values
(sce Table 1), Simulations have demonstrated that the glazing required

W& taLite |U=027 | U=023 | attaining a .32 U-factor in a full lite door will result in a 0.27 U-factor in a

& ol Lite lU=032 | U=0.28 | Yelite door of identical construction and glazing.

Dpague Doors in NFRC Oetabase by Core
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We acknowledge that there is grea
opportunity for improvements in efficiencies with
opaque door units. Opaque entry doors constitute a
large percentage of the market. Therefore, we
believe a more aggressive value for Phase | would
better differentiate energy efficient products, OF
the 463 opaque door records (VT = 0,00001} in the
NFRC database, 237 of them already perform at
.18 or better (Fig | and Fig 2). We believe this
would be an appropriate value that is achievable
with current technologies.

We discourage the implementation of
maximum SHGC. Lower U-factor requirements
and the elimination of climate zones greatly reduce
the importance of SHGC limitations. By their

nature, products with low U-factors will also have
low SHGC. The attempted “balance™ is
unnecessary, We continue to request that the
interval between program criteria changes be at
least four {4} years and would support a Phase 2
effective date 4 vears after the Phase 1 effective
date.

As g member of the Association of
Millwork Distributors, we appreciated the
EnergyStar Program and look forward to partnering
with you in future efforts to promote safe,
affordable, energy efficient millwork products,
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Subject: ENERGY STAR® criteria revisions

Thank you for allowing us the opportunity to provide input regarding the upcoming ENERGY 5TAR
revisions. We would like to submil the following comments for your consideralion concerning the proposed drafi
side-hinged door criteria and analysis published on August &, 2008;

We supporl separate criteria for glazed and opague doors. However, we believe that any differentiation
based on the quantity of glazing is not in the best interest of the homeowner. These values could persuade a
consumer to purchase a lesser performing product (3/4-lite) over a higher performing product (1/2-lite) simply
because it is ENERGY STAR qualified. This would result is less energy savings, not more.

Door Type | Phase | | Phase 2 If criteria are variable by percent of glazing, we request the l-lite

Opaque U=018 | U=0.16

values be adjusted to reflect the same glazing required by the full lite values
{see Table 1), Simulations have demonstrated that the glazing required

Va&taLlite | U=027 | U=023 | attaining a 0.32 U-factor in a full lite door will result in a 0.27 U-factor in a

¥ & Full Lite | U=032 | U=028 | Ylite door of identical construction and glazing.

Opagee Doors in NFRC Oetabase by Cone
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We acknowledge that there is great
opportunity for improvements in efficiencies with
opaque door units. Opague entry doors constitule a
large percentage of the market, Therefore, we
believe a more aggressive value for Phase 1 would
better differentiate energy efficient products. Of
the 463 opague door records (VT = 0.00001) in the
MFRC database, 237 of them already perform at
(.18 or better (Fig 1 and Fig 2). We believe this
would be an appropriate value that is achievahble
with current technologies,

We discourage the implementation of
maximum SHGO, Lower U-factor requirements
and the elimination of climate zones greatly reduce
the importance of SHGC limitations. By their

nature, products with low U-factors will also have
low SHGE. The attempted “balance™ is
unneeessary. We continue 1o request that the
interval between program criteria changes be at
least four (4) years and would support a Phase 2
cffective date 4 years after the Phase 1 efTective
date,

As a member of the Association of
Millwork Distributors, we appreciated the
EnergyStar Program and look forward to partnering
with you in future efforts to promote safe,
affordable, energy efficient millwork products.
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Subject: ENERGY STARGe criteria revisions

Thank you for allowing us the opportunity to provide input regarding the upcoming ENERGY STAR
revisions. We would like to submit the following comments for your consideration concerning the proposed draft
side-hinged door eriteria and analysis published on August 6, 2008:

We support separate criteria for glazed and opague doors. However, we believe that any differentiation
based on the quantity of glazing is not in the best interest of the homeowner. These values could persuade a
consumer to purchase a lesser performing product {3/4-lite) over a higher performing product (1/2-lite) simply
because it is ENERGY STAR qualified. This would result is less energy savings, not more.

Door Type Phase 1 | Phase2
Opague U=0.18 | U=0.16
W& Lite | U=027 | U=023
Y& Full Lite | U=032 [ U=028§

Cpzague Doors in MFRC Detabase Doy Cong
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If criteria are variable by percent of glazing, we request the Y:-lite
values be adjusted to reflect the same glazing required by the full Tite values
{see Table 1). Simulations have demonstrated that the glazing required
attaining a (.32 U-factor in a full lite door will resultin a 0.27 U-factor in a
Ya=lite door of identical construction and glazing.

We acknowledge that there 13 great
opportunity for improvements in efficiencies with
opaque door units, Opague entry doors constitute a
large percentage of the market. Therefore, we
believe a more aggressive value for Phase 1 would
better differentiate energy efficient products. Of
the 463 opaque door records (VT = 0.00001) in the
MFRC database, 237 of them already perform at
0.1% or better (Fig 1 and Fig 2). We believe this
would be an appropriate value that is achievable
with current technologies.

We discourage the implementation of
maximum SHGC. Lower U-factor requirements
and the elimination of climate zones greatly reduce
the importance of SHGC Imitations. By their

nature, products with low U-factors will also have
low SHGC. The attempied “balance” is
unnecessary. We continue to request that the
interval between program criteria changes be at
least four (4) years and would support a Phase 2
effective date 4 years afier the Phase | effective
date,

As a member of the Association of
Millwork Distributors, we appreciated the
EnergyStar Program and look forward to partnering
with you in future efforts to promote safe,
affordable, energy efficient millwork products.
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Subject: ENERGY STARG® criteria revisions

Thank you for allowing us the opportunity to provide input regarding the upcoming ENERGY STAR
revisions. We would like to submit the following comments for your consideration concerning the proposed draft
side-hinged door criteria and analysis published on August 6, 2008:

We support separate criteria for glazed and opaque doors. However, we believe that any differentiation
based on the quantity of glazing is not in the best interest of the homeowner. These values could persuade a
consumer to purchase a lesser performing product (3/4-lite) over a higher performing product {1/2-lite) simply
becaunse it is ENERGY STAR qualified. This would result is less energy savings, not more.

Door Type | Phase 1 | Phase 2 If eriteria are variable by percent of glazing, we request the '2-lite

O=ols | U=01s values be adjusted to reflect the same glazing required by the full lite values
Opague = s {see Table 1. Simulations have demonstrated that the glazing required

YadtaLite | U=027 | U=023 | attaining a 0.32 U-factor in a full lite door will result in a 0.27 U-factor in a

&l lie | U=032 | U=028 | Ye-lite door of identical construction and glazing,

We acknowledge that there is great

- opportunity for improvements in efficiencies with
Opaguee Doors in NFRC Detabase by Core opaque door units. Opaque entry doors constitute a
large percentage of the market. Therefore, we

?; =i R i T believe a more aggressive value for Phase 1 would
hram I T R . ! better differentiate energy efficient products, Of

PR ] Sy U e J . the 463 opaque door records (VT = 0.00001) in the

- - NFRC database, 237 of them already perform at
0.18 or better (Fig 1 and Fig 2). We believe this
would be an appropriate value that is achievable
with current technologies.

We discourage the implementation of
maximum SHGC, Lower U-factor requirements

and the elimination of climate zones greatly reduce

the importance of SHGC limitations. By their
nature, products with low U-factors will also have
low SHGC. The atternpted “balance™ is
unnecessary, We continue to request that the
interval between program criteria changes be at
least four (4) vears and would support a Phase 2
effective date 4 vears after the Phase 1 effective
date,

Ax g member of the Association of
Millwork Distributors, we appreciated the
EnergyStar Program and look forward to partnering

with vou in future efforis to promote safe,
affordable, energy efficient millwork products,

Company: &Wﬁﬁvxj@‘-\, chgﬂ. s =
e STH UK Sleny Mb\%; Sor s fref NC 28%e

Email:




Subject: ENERGY STARG® criteria revisions

Thank you for allowing us the opportunity to provide input regarding the upcoming ENERGY STAR
revisions. We would like to submit the following comments for your consideration concerning the proposed draft
side-hinged door eriteria and analysis published on Auvgust 6, 2008:

We support separate criteria for glazed and opaque doors. However, we believe that any differentiation
based on the quantity of glazing is not in the best interest of the homeowner. These values could persuade a
consumer to purchase a lesser performing product (3/4-lite) over a higher performing product { 1/2-lite) simply
because it is ENERGY STAR qualified, This would result is less energy savings, not mare.

Docr Type Phase | | Phase 2 If criteria are variable by percent of glazing, we request the 4-lite

= ———  values be adjusted to reflect the same glazing required by the full lite values
Opaque U=0.18 | U=016 {see Table 1). Simulations have demonstrated that the glazing required

W&tz Lite | U=027| U=023 | attaining a 0.32 U-factor in a full lite door will result in a 0.27 U-factor in a

i de Full Lite | U=032 | U=0.28 | Yelite door of identical construction and glazing,

We acknowledge that there is great
opportunily for improvements in efficiencies with

Opaque Docrs in NFRC Database by Core opague door units. Opaque entry doors constitute 1
large percentage of the market, Therefore, we
believe a more aggressive value for Phase 1 would
better differentiate energy efficient products. Of
the 463 opaque door records (VT < 0L0000] ) in the
MNFRC database, 237 of them already perform at
0.18 or better (Fig | and Fig 2). We believe this
would be an appropriate value that is achievable
with current technologies.

L=

AP

We discourage the implementation of
maximum SHGC. Lower U-factor requirements

Figre 1 and the elimination of climate zones greatly reduce

the importance of SHGC limitations. By their
nature, products with low U-factors will also have
low SHGC. The attempted “balance™ is
unnecessary, We continue to request that the
interval between program criteria changes be at
least four (4) years and would support a Phase 2
effective date 4 vears after the Phase 1 effective
date.

As a member of the Association of
Millwork Distributors, we appreciated the
EnergyStar Program and look forward to parinering
with you in future efforts to promote safe,

affordable, energy efficient millwork products.

Name: [ \\M{f-..L)u/y( %_J/r‘* uﬁr ,Jf.., Company: C {ﬂ*}[g_ﬁ "Hf/tf Cﬁrw@ﬁ‘_ﬁ":’
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Subject: ENERGY STAR® criteria revisions

Thank you for allowing us the opportunity to provide input regarding the upcoming ENERGY STAR
revisions, We would like to submit the following comments for your consideration concerning the proposed draft
side-hinged door criteria and analysis published on August 6, 2008:

We support separate criteria for glazed and opaque doors. However, we believe that any differentiation
based on the quantity of glazing is not in the best interest of the homeowner. These values could persuade a
consumer to purchase a lesser performing product [3/4-lite) over a higher performing product {1/2-lite) simply
because it is ENERGY STAR qualified. This would result is less energy savings, not more.

Door Type Phase | | Phase 2
Opaque U=018 | U=0.16

If criteria are variable by percent of glazing, we request the Y-lite
values be adjusted to reflect the same glazing required by the full lite values
{see Table 1). Simulations have demonstrated that the glazing required

W& taLite | U=027 | U=023| attaining a (.32 U-factor in a full lite door will result in a 0.27 U-factor in a
Y & Full Lite | U=032 | U=02g8 | Ye-lite door of identical construction and glazing.

Opaque Doors in NFRC Detabase by Core
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We acknowledge that there is great
opportunity for improvements in efficiencies with
opaque door units. Opagque entry doors constitute a
large percentage of the market. Therefore, we
believe a more aggressive value for Phase 1 would
better differentiate energy efficient products. Of
the 463 opaque door records (VT < 0L00001) in the
NFRC database, 237 of them already perform at
(1,18 or better (Fig | and Fig 2). We believe this
would be an appropriate value that is achievable
with current technologies,

We discourage the implementation of
maximum SHGC. Lower U-factor requirements
and the elimination of climate zones greatly reduce
the importance of SHGC limitations, By their

nature, products with low U-factors will also have
lowe SHGC. The attempted “balance™ is
unnecessary. We continue to request that the
interval between program criteria changes be at
least four (4) vears and would support a Phase 2
effective date 4 vears after the Phase 1 effective
date.

As a member of the Association of
Millwork Distributors, we appreciated the
EnergyStar Program and look forward to parinering
with you in future efforts to promote safe,
affordable, energy efficient millwork products,

Company: K’J{mb‘jé‘ﬁ Dgﬁfﬂ

Address: ;D"o"l V\} ﬁf‘-ﬁ‘!‘“w S{" S{

———

Email: JL}*’U—*A@ i’(fJiﬁp—‘uuc{- {Qv‘\

E £ SLC 0T ¥4l




Subject: ENERGY STARG® criteria revisions

Thank you for allowing us the opportunity to provide input regarding the upcoming ENERGY STAR
revisions. We would like to submit the following comments for your consideration concemning the proposed draft
side-hinged door criteria and analysis published on August 6, 2008:

We support separate criteria for glazed and opague doors. However, we believe that any differentiation
based on the quantity of glazing is not in the best interest of the homeowner. These values could persuade a
consumer to purchase a lesser performing product (3/4-lite) over a higher performing product {1/2-lite} simply
because it 1s ENERGY STAR qualified. This would result is less energy savings, not more.

Door Type | Phase 1 | Phase 2
Opaque U=018 | U=0l6
W&k Lite | U=027 | U=023
% & Full Lite | U=0.32 | U=0.28

Opague Doors in HFRC Detabase by Core

Name: >f‘ S0~

If criteria are variable by percent of glazing, we request the Ya-lite
values be adjusted to reflect the same glazing required by the full lite values
isee Table 1. Simulations have demonstrated that the glazing required
attaining a (.32 U-factor in a full lite door will result in a (.27 U-factor in a
Li-lite door of identical construction and glazing,

We acknowledge that there is great
opportunity for improvements in efficiencies with
opagque door units, Opaque entry doors constitute a
large percentage of the market, Therefore, we
believe a more aggressive value for Phase 1 would
better differentiate energy efficient products. OFf
the 463 opaque door records (VT < 0.00001} in the
NFRC database, 237 of them already perform at
(.18 or better (Fig 1 and Fig 2). We believe this
would be an appropriate value that is achievable
with current technologies.

We discourage the implementation of
maximum SHGC. Lower U-factor requirements
and the elimination of climate zones greatly reduce
the importance of SHGC limitations, By their

nature, products with low U-factors will also have
low SHGC, The attempted “balance” is
unnecessary. We continue to request that the
interval between program criteria changes be at
least four (4) vears and would support a Phase 2
effective date 4 years after the Phase 1 effective
date,

As a member of the Association of
Millwork Distributors, we appreciated the
EnergyStar Program and look forward to partnering
with you in future efforts to promote safe,
affordable, energy efficient millwork products.

Company: Kﬁgiguﬁg{h h_-b@.c;’
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Subject: ENERGY STAR® criteria revisions

Thank you for allowing us the opportunity to provide input regarding the upcoming ENERGY STAR
revisions, We would like to submit the following comments for your consideration concerning the proposed draft
side-hinged door criteria and analysis published on August 6, 2008:

We supprort separate criteria for glazed and opaque doors, However, we believe that any differentiation
based on the quantity of glazing is not in the best interest of the homeowner, These values could persuade a
consumer to purchase a lesser performing product (3/4-lite) over a higher performing product {172-lite) simply
because it is ENERGY STAR qualified. This would result is less energy savings, not more.

Doar Type Phase 1 | Phase 2 If criteria are variable by percent of glazing, we request the Y4-lite

— = values be adjusted to reflect the same glazing required by the full lite values
Dpages U=018JU=016 (see Table 1. Simulations have demonstrated that the glazing required

W& b4 Lite | U=027 | U=023 | auaining a (.32 U-factor in a full lite door will result in a (.27 U-factor in a

v & Full Lite lU=032 | U=0.28 | Y-lite door of identical construction and glazing,

We acknowledge that there is great

opportunity for improvements in efficiencies with
Opague Docrs in NFRC Database by Core opaque door units, Opaque entry doors constitute a
large percentage of the market. Therefore, we
believe a more aggressive value for Phase 1 would
better differentiate energy efficient products. Of
the 463 opaque door records (VT = (LO0D01} in the
NFRC database, 237 of them already perform at
.18 or better (Fig | and Fig 2). We believe this
would be an appropriate value that is achievable
with current technologies.

We discourage the implementation of
maximum SHGC. Lower U-factor requirements

and the elimination of climate zones greatly reduce

the importance of SHGC limitations. By their
Opaque Doorsin NFRC Datsbase US 0.13 nature, products with low U-factors will also have
low SHGC. The attempted “balance” is
i TR unnecessary. We continue to request that the
e interval between program criteria changes be at
T T T e least four (4) years and would support a Phase 2
e e effective date 4 years after the Phase 1 effective

e e da[e_

As a member of the Association of

j il Millwork Distributors, we appreciated the
P e Fi " EnergyStar Program and look forward to partnering
- with you in future efforts to promote safe,
Figure 2 affordable, energy efficient millwork products.
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