
 
 

 

October 24, 2014 

 

Senka Krsikapa, Manager 

Ontario Ministry of Energy 

Conservation and Renewable Energy Division 

77 Grenville Street, Floor 5 & 6 

Toronto, Ontario 

M7A 2C1 

 

Dear Senka, 

 

The Air-Conditioning, Heating, and Refrigeration Institute (AHRI) submits the following 

comments in response to the September 10, 2014 notice announcing proposed changes to add or 

update Ontario’s energy performance regulations and test procedures for a variety of products.  

AHRI generally supports the OME’s action to harmonize its efficiency standards and test 

procedures with the U. S. Department of Energy’s efficiency standards and test procedures.  

However, in the case of this notice there are proposals regarding two product categories, 

residential water heaters and commercial refrigeration equipment, which we cannot support at 

this time.   

 

With regard to the proposals covering residential water heaters, we concur with the comments 

that have been submitted jointly by the Canadian Institute of Plumbing and 

Heating (CIPH) and the Heating and the Refrigerating and Air Conditioning Institute of Canada 

(HRAI).  This applies to both the comments addressing the need to amend the current Ontario 

efficiency regulations to harmonize them with those proposed by NRCan in Amendment 13 and 

the comments on the revised standards and test procedures proposed for certain categories or 

residential water heaters in the September 10, 2014 notice.   

 

With regard to the proposed revised efficiency standards for commercial refrigerators, 

refrigerator-freezers, freezers and refrigerated display cabinets which would go into effect in 

March 2017, we recommend that the OME not adopt these proposed amended efficiency 

requirements.  The reasons for this recommendation are that the revised efficiency standards 

finalized by the U. S. DOE in March 2014 are too stringent and are the result of an incomplete, 

faulty analysis.  DOE’s own analysis of the impact of these standards on manufacturers was that 

several manufacturers would be driven from the market by these efficiency requirements.  The 

impact of these revised DOE standards and the flaws in DOE’s analysis supporting this 

rulemaking are so significant that on May 27, 2014 AHRI filed a lawsuit contesting the DOE 

final rule and requesting the court to nullify these revised efficiency standards for commercial 

refrigeration equipment. 
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The major flaws in DOE’s analysis are: 

 

The same baseline product designs which were used for the rulemaking that led to the 2012 

efficiency standards were used for this analysis.  Consequently, this analysis ignored the energy 

savings that resulted from the requirements that became effective in 2012.  The use of an invalid 

baseline model overestimates the energy savings for every design option that was considered in 

this analysis. 

 

The analysis of evaporator coil performance overestimated the benefits of improved coils while 

underestimating the cost of those improvements. 

 

The analysis overestimated the energy savings that would result from the use of high efficiency 

compressors while under estimating the cost of such compressors. 

 

DOE inadequately analyzed the effect of increased insulation on the equipment.  With more 

insulation either the internal area of the equipment becomes smaller, reducing the utility of the 

unit, or the size of the equipment becomes larger, raising potential issues with replacement units 

which may not fit in the space in which the old unit had been installed. 

 

DOE completely disregarded the fact that manufacturers are being required to use different 

refrigerants in their equipment in the next few years.  In the analysis it was stated “DOE is not 

considering the potential effects of alternative refrigerants or current or future legislation on 

refrigerants within the scope of this rulemaking.  Instead DOE will continue to model equipment 

as currently designed for the U.S. market, utilizing the most common HFC refrigerants, R-134a 

and R-404a.”  This position would be logical if the change to alternative refrigerants was still 

some time off, well beyond the effective date of the revise deficiency standards.  But that is not 

the case.   On August 6, 2014 the U. S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) issued a notice 

that proposes to list the use of HFC-134a and R-404A as unacceptable in new and retrofit retail 

food refrigeration applications, effective January 1, 2016.  The switch to refrigerants with lower 

global warming potential (GWP) will change the performance of commercial refrigeration 

equipment.  It is most likely that the alternative refrigerants will not have the same characteristics 

as R-134a and R404a.  Consequently equipment will have to be redesigned simply to maintain 

current efficiency levels.  The redesigned models will be more costly.  These mandated changes 

completely redefine the characteristics of the baseline models and any improved models 

considered by the analysis.  Yet, DOE chose to ignore this significant factor completely. 

 

Another issue that invalidates the DOE March 2014 final rule is that DOE violated the 

procedures which it is required to follow in developing or revising efficiency standards.  The 

Energy Policy and Conservation Act specifies that DOE must develop and finalize efficiency test 

procedures prior to finalizing new or revised minimum efficiency standards.  In the case of the 

rulemaking process for the March 2014 efficiency standards final rule the entire analysis was 

based on the efficiency test procedures finalized in 2012.  This was done even though DOE was 

conducting a rulemaking to revise the test procedure.  The result of that rulemaking was a final 

rule on a revised efficiency test procedure issued on April 21, 2014.  Notwithstanding these 

procedural irregularities, DOE is requiring compliance with the revised efficiency standard using 
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the new test procedure, which was not factored into the efficiency standard rulemaking analysis.  

This is both illogical and not in compliance with the standards development process prescribed 

by the law. 

 

Although the OME proposal is attempting to harmonize with corresponding U.S DOE 

requirements, it must be recognized that the revised standards for commercial refrigeration 

equipment adopted by DOE in March 2014, which includes commercial refrigerators, 

refrigerator-freezers, freezers and refrigerated display cabinets, may not be in fact final.  

Therefore we recommend that OME defer consideration of making any revisions to the 

efficiency standards for these types of commercial refrigeration equipment pending resolution of 

the lawsuit which has been filed by AHRI contesting the revised DOE standards.  Since the 

revised test procedure is connected to these contested revised efficiency standards, a similar 

action should be taken on the proposed test procedure changes.  

 

We appreciate this opportunity to comment on these proposed regulations.  If you have any 

questions or require additional information, please contact me. 

 

Respectively Submitted, 

 

Frank A. Stanonik 

Chief Technical Advisor 

 


