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August 29, 2022   
 
Submitted to Federal eRulemaking Portal – www.regulations.gov 
DOCKET:  EERE–2017–BT–STD–0007 
 
Dr. Stephanie Johnson 
U.S. Department of Energy 
Office of Energy Efficiency and Renewable Energy 
Building Technologies Office, EE-2J 
1000 Independence Avenue SW 
Washington, D.C. 20585-0121 
ApplianceStandardsQuestions@ee.doe.gov  
 
Ms. Kristin Koernig 
U.S. Department of Energy 
Office of General Counsel, GC-33 
1000 Independence Avenue SW  
Washington, D.C. 20585-0121 
kristin.koernig@hq.doe.gov  
 

Re:  NAFEM Comments – Energy Conservation Program: Energy, Conservation 
Standards for Commercial Refrigerators, Freezers, and Refrigerator-Freezers 
(CRE), Preliminary Technical Support Document (TSD) and Request for Comment; 
Docket EERE–2017–BT–STD–0007 (87 Fed. Reg. 38,296; June 28, 2022) 

 
Dear Dr. Johnson and Ms. Koernig: 
 
 The North American Association of Food Equipment Manufacturers (NAFEM) submits 
the following comments on the Department of Energy’s (DOE) Energy Conservation Program: 
Energy, Conservation Standards for Commercial Refrigerators, Freezers, and Refrigerator-
Freezers (CRE), Preliminary Technical Support Document (TSD) and Request for Comment (87 
Fed. Reg. 38,296; June 28, 2022). 
  

NAFEM is a trade association of more than 500 commercial foodservice equipment and 
supplies manufacturers – a $14.9 billion industry. These businesses, their employees, and the 
products they manufacture, support the food away from home market – which includes more 
than one million locations in the U.S. and countless more around the world. NAFEM supports, 
and its members actively seek, opportunities to engage with DOE in the regulatory process to 
assure certainty and clarity to its regulated members that manufacture equipment relied upon by 
our society to safely provide food away from home. 
 

NAFEM members include manufacturers of the Commercial Refrigeration Equipment 
(CRE) that are the subject of this proposed rule.  NAFEM regularly collaborates with DOE in 
energy conservation standards rulemakings, including those for the CRE product categories, 
and NAFEM members can provide significant expertise and information that will improve DOE’s 
standards setting process.  NAFEM engaged extensively with DOE on the previous CRE 
standards rulemaking in 2014.  NAFEM and the Air-Conditioning, Heating, and Refrigeration 
Institute (AHRI) challenged DOE’s 2014 CRE standards rulemaking, in part, due to technical 
and analytical mistakes that NAFEM and AHRI alleged could be tied back to errors in DOE’s 
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TSD.  NAFEM also commented on DOE’s related CRE request for information (RFI) (86 
Fed.Reg. 37,708), raising several issues and concerns that DOE should consider and account 
for in developing the preliminary TSD.   

  
During the recent August 8, 2022, webinar DOE conducted on the CRE Preliminary 

TSD, a public comment was made requesting DOE make available the CRE Engineering 
Spreadsheets.  DOE’s response was non-committal.  On August 11, 2022, NAFEM submitted a 
request for a comment period extension and request for the engineering spreadsheets that had 
not yet been added to the docket for this rulemaking. 

 
After NAFEM’s August 11 formal request for the spreadsheets and comment period 

extension to review the spreadsheets, DOE posted the spreadsheets to the docket on August 
18, 2022.  Without a comment period extension, NAFEM and its members have been forced to 
analyze the spreadsheets in what essentially results in an 11-calendar day comment period for 
these critical components of the TSD.  As NAFEM demonstrated in its 2015 brief in Zero Zone, 
Inc. et al. v. Department of Energy before the 7th Circuit Court of Appeals, the Engineering 
Spreadsheet errors and omissions have significant effects on DOE’s CRE analyses and final 
standards setting process (see attached pp. 35-51).   
 
 NAFEM recognizes that DOE has initiated a significant number of energy efficiency 
rulemakings in a rather compressed schedule.  Nevertheless, that is not justification for its 
inability or refusal to provide important information – and adequate time to review that 
information – that is critical to the Administrative Procedure Act (APA) notice and comment 
process.  In its Federal Register notice for the preliminary TSD comment request, DOE 
attempted to explain why it could be justified in shortening the normal “not less than 75-calendar 
day” comment period – to a 60-day comment period for this notice and request for comment – 
based on DOE’s 45-day comment period related to the 2021 RFI and similarities between the 
preliminary TSD and its 2014 counterpart.   
 
 NAFEM disagrees with DOE’s logic for several important reasons.  First, NAFEM (and 
similarly situated trade associations, such as AHRI) identified several issues and concerns in 
response to DOE’s 2021 RFI.  Many of those concerns were either dismissed or remain 
unresolved in the preliminary TSD (further comments to follow below).  To the extent that DOE 
has deferred decision until it better understands options, NAFEM is willing to engage its 
members to educate DOE technical staff well in advance of a future proposed CRE rulemaking.  
It is far easier to engage and provide information to ensure a proposal is technically sound than 
to engage after proposal to ensure fundamental, but necessary, changes are made before final 
standards are set. 
 

Next, NAFEM is being provided essentially an 11-calendar day (2 weekends included) 
comment period on the critical engineering spreadsheets.  While DOE asserts that the 
spreadsheets “do not contain any new or additional information that was not already published 
with the TSD in June,” that assertion is simply not true.  There is important information and data 
in the spreadsheets not otherwise available in the docket and had DOE’s assertion been 
accurate, it would have demonstrated that point in response to questions in comments during its 
August 8th webinar.  Had DOE adhered to its Appendix A Process Rule and allowed no less 
than a 75-day comment period, NAFEM would have had an additional two weeks to analyze the 
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spreadsheets.  Hence, NAFEM wants to make clear that these comments do not contain a 
complete listing of errors or concerns with the engineering spreadsheets and should be 
considered by DOE as only some examples of the inherent problems or inaccuracies contained 
in the spreadsheets. 

 
NAFEM Concerns Regarding Issues Raised in the RFI 

 
 Regarding NAFEM’s comments on the TSD RFI, NAFEM remains concerned about 
DOE’s position regarding future refrigerant regulatory changes by EPA.  DOE’s 2014 CRE 
regulations relied upon two refrigerants that were in the process of being phased out by EPA.  In 
the preliminary TSD, DOE reiterates that its analyses are based on “refrigerants available for 
use in CRE…based on current refrigerant regulations.”  TSD at 2-5.  DOE admits to recognizing 
the refrigerant landscape “is evolving and may change over the course of the rulemaking.”  Id.  
NAFEM members can help educate DOE technical staff on these issues and the potential 
ramifications so we can avoid what occurred in the 2014 rule. 
 
 Further, manufacturers also are moving towards more flammable refrigerants, which 
present numerous challenges (not just with regard to CRE standards) that must be considered 
and taken into account.  DOE indicates that it has not analyzed refrigerant transitions of remote 
condensing systems in the preliminary TSD and indicates that if EPA revises related regulations 
regarding charge limits, DOE will consider those issues in the future.  Id. at 2-30.  More 
troubling, DOE also refuses to evaluate alternative refrigerants as a design option for remote 
CRE because it lacks a test procedure to account for such designs.  Id. at 2-39.  NAFEM does 
not understand why two federal agencies cannot better coordinate their actions that are both 
intended to improve environmental protection and energy efficiency.  According to the Semi-
Annual Regulatory Agenda, EPA is working on two SNAP rulemakings in 2022 that could impact 
refrigerants available for CRE.  See EPA Semi-Annual Regulatory Agenda .  NAFEM members 
are happy to further educate DOE technical staff, as needed, regarding planned refrigerant 
transitions, design options and cost-impacts, etc., for various categories of CRE so that any 
proposed rule accurately reflects industry application, considerations, transition costs, etc 
 
 NAFEM also commented on forced-air versus cold-wall refrigeration systems, as did 
other commenters.  These categories should be separated and while DOE appears to recognize 
the technical challenges, defers regarding any decision until a future proposed rule.  Id. at 2-12 
c.  NAFEM believes that the TSD stage is the appropriate stage for adopting a position 
regarding separating these categories.  DOE’s deferral misses an opportunity for DOE to work 
closely with NAFEM members to fully understand the issues and create an appropriate category 
for forced-air systems with appropriate CRE standards.   
 
 Similarly for roll-in, roll-through, and pass-through doors, DOE appears to recognize the 
technical issues and challenges that necessitate different classes and standards.  While that is 
encouraging, DOE defers to future rulemakings regarding whether and how to account for 
different door configurations for CRE.  Id. at 2-16.  NAFEM invites DOE to engage with its 
members regarding next steps and approaches. 
 
  
  

https://www.reginfo.gov/public/do/eAgendaMain?operation=OPERATION_GET_AGENCY_RULE_LIST&currentPub=true&agencyCode=&showStage=active&agencyCd=1900&csrf_token=2C8AD38FAA45631660B82C4C569900F913AC328345D8EC962BC7B1DC66A3B679B0A11CA4DD6937AC3E02C993FFB94F48B461
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Finally, NAFEM provided comments on the RFI related to cumulative regulatory burden 
and significant impacts on a substantial number of small businesses.  DOE’s response is 
somewhat evasive.  NAFEM continues to work with the SBA Office of Advocacy to ensure that 
small businesses have a direct avenue for input and that DOE properly assesses cumulative 
regulatory burden as well as conducts a fair and complete regulatory flexibility analysis.  While 
this is not an exhaustive list of issues and concerns related to comments DOE received and 
responded to regarding its 2021 RFI, it demonstrates the benefits that DOE could take 
advantage of by working closely with NAFEM and its members leading up to any CRE proposed 
rule. 
 

Engineering Spreadsheet Concerns 
 

 In the past, NAFEM has worked with its members to assess and comment on DOE’s 
engineering spreadsheets.  We recognize that the purpose of DOE’s spreadsheets is to 
simulate how various technologies impact energy efficiency…more of an engineer’s theoretical 
prediction regarding engineering options to reduce energy use.  To that end, NAFEM believes 
that its members can provide important information to DOE to improve (or even correct) areas in 
which “we” know that DOE’s best guess can be significantly improved.  All this effort is intended 
to make any future proposed CRE rule that much more “real world” and less controversial.  
While NAFEM and its members have only had very limited time to review the engineering 
spreadsheets, Mr. Joe Sanders from Traulsen, has identified some areas in which DOE’s “best 
guess” can be improved.1  As stated earlier, these are only some of the examples that NAFEM 
believes exist throughout the spreadsheets.   
 
Basis for Comparison Between the 2014 and 2022 Spreadsheets: 
 

2014_Spreadsheet:    Final Rule Engineering Spreadsheet, EERE-2010-BT-STD-0003-
0098_content.xlsm, Posted by the Energy Efficiency and Renewable 
Energy Office on Feb 27, 2014 

2022_Spreadsheet:    Engineering Spreadsheet Related to the Preliminary Analysis for 
CRE, EERE-2017-BT-STD-0007-0032_content.xlsm, Posted by the 
Energy Efficiency and Renewable Energy Office on Aug 17, 2022 

 
 
Equipment Classes Subject to Review: 
 

1) VCT.SC.M – Vertical, Closed Transparent Door, Self-Contained, Refrigerator (Medium 
Temperature) 

2) VCT.SC.L – Vertical, Closed Transparent Door, Self-Contained, Freezer (Low 
Temperature) 

3) VCS.SC.M – Vertical, Closed Solid Door, Self-Contained, Refrigerator (Medium 
Temperature) 

4) VCS.SC.L – Vertical, Closed Solid Door, Self-Contained, Freezer (Low Temperature) 
 

                                                
1 Traulsen is filing its own separate set of comments with more extensive information and analyses.  
NAFEM supports Traulsen’s comments. 

https://www.regulations.gov/document/EERE-2010-BT-STD-0003-0098
https://www.regulations.gov/document/EERE-2010-BT-STD-0003-0098
https://www.regulations.gov/document/EERE-2017-BT-STD-0007-0032
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Many of the comments may also apply to other equipment classes, such as: 
 

1) VCT.RC.M – Vertical, Closed Transparent Door, Remote, Refrigerator (Medium 
Temperature) 

2) VCT.RC.L – Vertical, Closed Transparent Door, Remote, Freezer (Low Temperature) 
3) VCS.RC.M – Vertical, Closed Solid Door, Remote, Refrigerator (Medium Temperature) 
4) VCS.RC.L – Vertical, Closed Solid Door, Remote, Freezer (Low Temperature) 

 
Inflation Index/Cost Model: 
 

1) The user can calculate an “Inflation Index” based on costs assigned to components 
modeling equations and assemblies at the various Design Option Levels for each 
Equipment Class in the pTSD. The “Inflation Index” will compare similar components 
simulation equations and assemblies from the 2014_Spreadsheet and 
2022_Spreadsheet. Some examples of problems with DOE’s cost model could be found 
in the 2022_Spreadsheet: 

a. Evaporator and Condenser Fan Motors (2022_Spreadsheet, tab “5.0 - Evap Fan 
Motors”) have a calculated Inflation Index of: DOE = 25.5%, while Traulsen is at 
a REAL inflation rate of = 29.7%.  4.2% difference can be significant. 

b. Evaporator Coil (2022_Spreadsheet, tab “4.0 - Evap Coil”) has a calculated 
index of: DOE = -36.0%, and Traulsen = 5.1%.  This difference reflects significant 
problems and questions regarding the cost structure. 

c. Condenser Coil (2022_Spreadsheet, tab “15.0 - Cond Coil”): DOE = -4.6%, 
Traulsen = 21.7%.  Ditto regarding significant problems. 

d. Insulation (2022_Spreadsheet, tab “7.0 - Insulation Increase”): DOE = 22.6%, 
Traulsen = 24.6% This is material only and does not include new foam fixtures or 
other infrastructure.  

e. Core Case Cost (2022_Spreadsheet, tab “Design Specifications”):      
DOE = -0.2%, Traulsen = 13.6%.  Significant questions regarding this difference. 

 
2) Detailed calculations used for a cost analysis of DOE’s design level technology options 

can be found at (2022_Spreadsheet, tab “Calculations”). Some issues found with the 
2022_Spreadsheet include: 

a. For self-contained models, the simulated condenser and evaporator coil costs 
based on a DOE calculation relative to actual parts are off or low by 2.5X. 

b. Evaporator and Condenser fan blades have a static cost on the 
(2022_Spreadsheet, tab “Calculations”) of $0.50 each that cannot be viewed 
anywhere else. They have not been updated since before publishing the 2014 
Final Rule. They are off by more than 300%. 

 
3) Calculations and assumptions for DOE’s energy analysis at the 16 various Design 

Option Levels (AD1) – (AD16) can be reviewed and where one feature of the 
2014_Spreadsheet and the 2022_Spreadsheet allow the user to structure their own 
energy model, hopefully more precisely reflecting the current state of the industry using 
DOE’s own tools. 
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a. A current inflation rate can be added to the spreadsheet (i.e., cost structure 
update for 2022) and submitted back to DOE for their review. Traulsen is 
reviewing the 2022_Spreadsheet and will return the finished product to DOE. 

b. One issue uncovered during this analysis, indicates that DOE is essentially 
“double dipping” in aspects of its analyses.  Some of DOE’s design options in the 
2014_TSD were so stringent and challenging for industry to meet that industry 
had to go beyond DOE’s 2014 TSD.   Examples include but are not limited to: 1) 
LED Lighting; 2) Brushless DC Evaporator Fan Motor; 3) High-Performance 
Door; and 4) Brushless DC Condenser Fan Motor. Now, DOE is taking additional 
credit for energy efficiency by adding those same technologies to justify new 
2022_pTSD energy reductions or improved efficiency levels.  In other words, 
those technologies have been necessary to meet the 2014 standards so cannot 
now be “added on” and DOE cannot claim additional energy savings above and 
beyond the 2014 levels.  By doing so, DOE is essentially doubling the energy 
efficiency benefits from certain of these technologies; they were not listed but 
were necessary to meet 2014 levels and listing them in 2022 should not generate 
any energy efficiency benefits. Traulsen is providing a more extensive analysis 
and explanation in its comments. 

c. DOE lowered the “Infiltrated Air Mass Flow (lb/hr) on the (2022_Spreadsheet, tab 
“Design Specifications”) by 75% from the 2014_Spreadsheet. This lowered the 
perceived energy consumption rate in the 2022_Spreadsheet and any DOE 
claimed improvements. It also reduced the cost at each Design Level Option. 
DOE should explain in detail, including engineering calculations why this 
reduction was made.  Traulsen uses the 2022_Spreadsheet to conduct a “what if 
analysis” and found that DOE had reduced energy consumption by 19% relative 
to the assumptions used by DOE in the 2014_Spreadsheet. Thus, they achieved 
a 19% energy reduction over the baseline equation without using any technology 
options. 

 
4) Design Option Approach, Efficiency Level (EL0 – EL5), Design Option Levels (AD1) – 

(AD16) The 2022_Spreadsheet should make it easier to understand how DOE 
calculates possible improvements that reduce energy consumption. Some observations 
include: 

a. For Microchannel Condenser Coils (2022_Spreadsheet, tab “15.0 - Cond Coil”): 
DOE used two unrealistic multipliers: 1) (Cell [D:9]) 1.1 x Enhanced-UA 
Condenser Coil to calculate some improved efficiency and 2) (Cell [E:9]) 1.3 x 
Enhanced-UA Condenser Coil to calculate some cost. In general, DOE should 
recognize that a microchannel condenser costs less than fin and tube.  

b. On (2022_Spreadsheet, tab “5.0 - Evap Fan Motors”), DOE introduced a new 
high efficiency (PMSM) “Permanent Magnet Synchronous Motor” also known as 
a (SRM) “Synchronous Reluctance Motor” motor with a claimed theoretical 
efficiency of 75%. The problem is that these motors are not available in the 
“Rated Wattages[W]” found in 2022_Spreadsheet, and that the efficiency 
improvements are arbitrary. Two design level options are based on this phantom 
technology. 
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NAFEM looks forward to continuing to engage with DOE. NAFEM wants to work closely 

with DOE staff and consultants so that we can work to avoid future litigation that mirrors the 
problems and concerns from past CRE rulemakings.  Please contact the undersigned if NAFEM 
can provide any additional insight or assistance regarding the comments of this letter. 
 
 
Respectfully submitted,  
 

 
 
Charlie Souhrada, CFSP  
Vice President, Regulatory & Technical Affairs  
North American Association of Food Equipment Manufacturers (NAFEM)  
161 N. Clark Street, Suite 2020  
Chicago, IL 60601  
+1.312.821.0212  
csouhrada@NAFEM.org 
 
 
CC:  Prianka Sharma, Small Business Administration Office of Advocacy 
 Jeffrey Longsworth, Barnes & Thornburg 
 Tammy Helminski, Barnes & Thornburg 
 
Attachment 

 
 

 



Case: 14-2147      Document: 28-1            Filed: 05/08/2015      Pages: 67



Zero Zone, Inc., et.al v. U.S. Department of Energy

Case: 14-2147      Document: 28-1            Filed: 05/08/2015      Pages: 67



Case: 14-2147      Document: 28-1            Filed: 05/08/2015      Pages: 67



Case: 14-2147      Document: 28-1            Filed: 05/08/2015      Pages: 67



Case: 14-2147      Document: 28-1            Filed: 05/08/2015      Pages: 67



Case: 14-2147      Document: 28-1            Filed: 05/08/2015      Pages: 67



Case: 14-2147      Document: 28-1            Filed: 05/08/2015      Pages: 67



Case: 14-2147      Document: 28-1            Filed: 05/08/2015      Pages: 67



Case: 14-2147      Document: 28-1            Filed: 05/08/2015      Pages: 67



1

Case: 14-2147      Document: 28-1            Filed: 05/08/2015      Pages: 67



Case: 14-2147      Document: 28-1            Filed: 05/08/2015      Pages: 67



Case: 14-2147      Document: 28-1            Filed: 05/08/2015      Pages: 67



2

Case: 14-2147      Document: 28-1            Filed: 05/08/2015      Pages: 67



Case: 14-2147      Document: 28-1            Filed: 05/08/2015      Pages: 67



Case: 14-2147      Document: 28-1            Filed: 05/08/2015      Pages: 67



Case: 14-2147      Document: 28-1            Filed: 05/08/2015      Pages: 67



Case: 14-2147      Document: 28-1            Filed: 05/08/2015      Pages: 67



Case: 14-2147      Document: 28-1            Filed: 05/08/2015      Pages: 67



Case: 14-2147      Document: 28-1            Filed: 05/08/2015      Pages: 67



Case: 14-2147      Document: 28-1            Filed: 05/08/2015      Pages: 67



Case: 14-2147      Document: 28-1            Filed: 05/08/2015      Pages: 67



Case: 14-2147      Document: 28-1            Filed: 05/08/2015      Pages: 67



Case: 14-2147      Document: 28-1            Filed: 05/08/2015      Pages: 67



Case: 14-2147      Document: 28-1            Filed: 05/08/2015      Pages: 67



Case: 14-2147      Document: 28-1            Filed: 05/08/2015      Pages: 67



Case: 14-2147      Document: 28-1            Filed: 05/08/2015      Pages: 67



Case: 14-2147      Document: 28-1            Filed: 05/08/2015      Pages: 67



Case: 14-2147      Document: 28-1            Filed: 05/08/2015      Pages: 67



Case: 14-2147      Document: 28-1            Filed: 05/08/2015      Pages: 67



Case: 14-2147      Document: 28-1            Filed: 05/08/2015      Pages: 67



Case: 14-2147      Document: 28-1            Filed: 05/08/2015      Pages: 67



Case: 14-2147      Document: 28-1            Filed: 05/08/2015      Pages: 67



Case: 14-2147      Document: 28-1            Filed: 05/08/2015      Pages: 67



6

Case: 14-2147      Document: 28-1            Filed: 05/08/2015      Pages: 67



Case: 14-2147      Document: 28-1            Filed: 05/08/2015      Pages: 67



7

Case: 14-2147      Document: 28-1            Filed: 05/08/2015      Pages: 67



Case: 14-2147      Document: 28-1            Filed: 05/08/2015      Pages: 67



Case: 14-2147      Document: 28-1            Filed: 05/08/2015      Pages: 67



Case: 14-2147      Document: 28-1            Filed: 05/08/2015      Pages: 67



Case: 14-2147      Document: 28-1            Filed: 05/08/2015      Pages: 67



Case: 14-2147      Document: 28-1            Filed: 05/08/2015      Pages: 67



Case: 14-2147      Document: 28-1            Filed: 05/08/2015      Pages: 67



Case: 14-2147      Document: 28-1            Filed: 05/08/2015      Pages: 67



9

Case: 14-2147      Document: 28-1            Filed: 05/08/2015      Pages: 67



10

Case: 14-2147      Document: 28-1            Filed: 05/08/2015      Pages: 67



Case: 14-2147      Document: 28-1            Filed: 05/08/2015      Pages: 67



11

Case: 14-2147      Document: 28-1            Filed: 05/08/2015      Pages: 67



12

Case: 14-2147      Document: 28-1            Filed: 05/08/2015      Pages: 67



Case: 14-2147      Document: 28-1            Filed: 05/08/2015      Pages: 67



Case: 14-2147      Document: 28-1            Filed: 05/08/2015      Pages: 67



13

Case: 14-2147      Document: 28-1            Filed: 05/08/2015      Pages: 67



Case: 14-2147      Document: 28-1            Filed: 05/08/2015      Pages: 67



Case: 14-2147      Document: 28-1            Filed: 05/08/2015      Pages: 67



Case: 14-2147      Document: 28-1            Filed: 05/08/2015      Pages: 67



DOE uses only current

technologies in its Screening Analysis. See id. at 17,767 (“DOE agrees with

Structural Concepts that existing technologies should be the basis of it engineering

analysis, and has considered only currently available technologies in that

analysis.”).  For compressors, DOE did not consider how they actually perform

today, but instead screened-in a design option that assumed that compressors could

achieve a two percent increase in efficiency. See id. at 17,760.  This assumption

was based on the statement by one compressor manufacturer, Danfoss: “DOE

implemented the suggestion of Danfoss which stated that a 2% increase in

performance over today’s standard offerings … is attainable.” Id.

Case: 14-2147      Document: 28-1            Filed: 05/08/2015      Pages: 67



Case: 14-2147      Document: 28-1            Filed: 05/08/2015      Pages: 67



Case: 14-2147      Document: 28-1            Filed: 05/08/2015      Pages: 67



Case: 14-2147      Document: 28-1            Filed: 05/08/2015      Pages: 67



Case: 14-2147      Document: 28-1            Filed: 05/08/2015      Pages: 67



Case: 14-2147      Document: 28-1            Filed: 05/08/2015      Pages: 67



Case: 14-2147      Document: 28-1            Filed: 05/08/2015      Pages: 67



Case: 14-2147      Document: 28-1            Filed: 05/08/2015      Pages: 67



Case: 14-2147      Document: 28-1            Filed: 05/08/2015      Pages: 67



Case: 14-2147      Document: 28-1            Filed: 05/08/2015      Pages: 67



1

Case: 14-2147      Document: 28-1            Filed: 05/08/2015      Pages: 67



Case: 14-2147      Document: 28-1            Filed: 05/08/2015      Pages: 67



1

Case: 14-2147      Document: 28-1            Filed: 05/08/2015      Pages: 67


	NAFEM CRE TSD Request August 2022Letter.pdf
	NAFEM CRE TSD Request August 2022Attachment

