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October 19, 2012 
 
U.S. Department of Energy 
Building Technologies Program 
Mailstop EE-2J 
1000 Independence Avenue, SW 
Washington, DC 20585 
 
Re: DOE Proposals for the 2015 IECC (Docket No. EERE-2012-BT-BC-0030) 
 
 
These comments are submitted by the Air-Conditioning, Heating, and Refrigeration Institute 
(AHRI) in response to the U.S. Department of Energy’s (DOE) draft proposals for the 2015 
International Energy Conservation Code (IECC). 
 
AHRI is the trade association representing manufacturers of heating, cooling, water heating, and 
commercial refrigeration equipment. More than 300 members strong, AHRI is an internationally 
recognized advocate for the industry, and develops standards for and certifies the performance of 
many of the products manufactured by our members. In North America, the annual output of the 
HVACR industry is worth more than $20 billion. In the United States alone, our members 
employ approximately 130,000 people, and support some 800,000 dealers, contractors, and 
technicians.  
 
Residential Code 
 
RA-4 
This proposal is contrary to federal law as it could result in states adopting building codes that 
would ban certain water heating products that are currently covered by federal preemption.  
AHRI therefore is opposed to this aspect of the proposal.  The IECC is a baseline energy code. 
The federal law addressing efficiency regulations for consumer products makes clear the intent 
that state and local efficiency regulations cannot prohibit the sale of covered products that meet 
the federal minimum efficiency requirements, i.e. those state and local regulations are 
preempted. Those federal laws provide an exception for building codes that trade off equipment 
efficiency with other energy saving measures on a one to one Btu or energy cost basis. A 
proposal that mandates the use of one of several options and which severely limits, if not 
effectively banning, the use of certain water heaters like electric resistance and oil-fired storage 
water heaters, is preempted and unenforceable. It is incomprehensible that DOE which is 
responsible for developing and enforcing national efficiency standards for residential water 
heaters would make a building code proposal that undermines the very national standards 
structure it was authorized to develop. 
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We have previously asked DOE to provide a clear and concise summary to the building energy 
code community explaining federal preemption as it applies to residential appliance and 
equipment efficiency standards. DOE continues to ignore that request and, contrarily, to develop 
building energy code proposals as if they had no awareness of federal preemption or as 
continuous probes to find some way to neutralize those provisions. 
 
With regard to the technical issues, we note the following. 
 
Water Heater With Desuperheater 
 
This option applies only if the dwelling unit has a central air conditioning system. This is not 
always the case.  Also, the analysis for this option does not appear to support its inclusion in the 
list.  In the analysis of the other options, savings are indicated by negative life cycle costs. Figure 
7, Life Cycle Costs over the 2012 IECC code for Desuperheaters, shows positive life cycle costs 
in all cases.  This implies that desuperheaters are not cost effective.   
 
Furthermore, the availability of the waste heat from the central air conditioning unit often is out 
of sync with the periods when the water heater operates to heat water. Most water heaters are not 
heating water in the late morning or the afternoon which is the peak operating period for air 
conditioning. If that waste energy is to be used, either additional storage capacity will be needed 
or the stored water temperature will have to be elevated to higher temperatures that will require 
added temperature safety controls to address the increased scald hazard from that hotter water. 
During the summer when desuperheaters operate, the temperature of the incoming cold water is 
generally warmer than average. In some areas of climate zones 1 through 5, the summer supply 
water is significantly warmer than the supply water temperature in the winter. With higher 
supply water temperatures, the water heater operates less and uses less energy to meet the 
household hot water loads. In that case the actual savings provided by the desuperheater is less 
and the corresponding cost benefit analysis changes due to the reduced benefit.  
 
Heat Pump Water Heater 
 
New DOE minimum efficiency standards for water heaters go into effect in April 2015. These 
new standards will required all electric storage water heaters larger than 55 gallons to be heat 
pump water heaters. Any dwelling unit, regardless of region, that has an above average hot water 
load and which uses electricity to heat water will have to install a heat pump water heater.  
Furthermore, products that meet federal minimum efficiency standards are an option available 
for all new homes and dwelling units.  
 
Solar Water Heaters 
 
The analysis provided with the proposal did not cover this system. Given the cost and 
complexities of solar water heater installation, we do not believe this should be one of several 
required options in a baseline residential energy code.  
 
Instantaneous water heater 
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The revised DOE residential water heater efficacy standards going into effect in April 2015 will 
require gas instantaneous water heaters to have a minim EF of .82. In this case, these products 
that meet federal minimum efficiency standards are an option available for all new homes and 
dwelling units and this code proposal is unnecessary.  
The analysis does not factor the effect of higher than average supply water temperatures for 
some parts of the year in many areas within climate zones 1 through 5. In all cases the water 
heater has to use less energy to raise the cold water to the water heater set point. The 
consequence of this is that the benefit of the energy savings is reduced even through the installed 
cost of the unit in the same. 
The analysis suggests that tankless water heaters are more cost effective in warmer climate 
zones. This is counterintuitive.  The difference in installed cost is a fixed amount. In warmer 
climates the temperature rise that the water heater adds to the supply water will be lower for any 
given set point since the temperature of the supply water will be higher than that in colder 
climate zones. Thus the daily energy to heat water will be lower.  The percentage “savings” from 
the tankless model is also fixed value.  Applying that percent savings to the lower daily 
consumption in the warmer climates results in a lower energy cost savings.  The higher cost of 
installation in fixed, the value of the energy savings is lower. Based on this the tankless models 
should be less cost effective in warmer climates. More detail on the analysis is required to 
determine whether the conclusion is valid. 
 
Gas Storage Water heater EF≥ .67 
 
This analysis has a fundamental flaw in that it estimates the installed cost of a .67 gas storage 
water heater to be less than installed cost of a .62 model. This drop in installed cost is attributed 
to the lower venting costs of plastic venting used with power vented models. The majority of .67 
models currently listed in the AHRI residential water heater efficiency directory are natural draft 
models. The installed cost of those models will be higher than for the same size .62 model. In 
addition the analysis for the storage models replicates the counter intuitive conclusion of the 
tankless analysis that the cost effectiveness increases in warmer climates. Our doubts about that 
conclusion apply in this case too. 
 
RB-2 
Even though no proposal is available for review, DOE should not pursue this concept unless, and 
only if, it is developed in complete compliance and adherence to the provisions of the National 
Appliance Energy Conservation Act (NAECA) which identify the circumstances under which 
building code requirements are not preempted.  Otherwise, DOE should not be submitting 
proposals that are preempted and unenforceable.   
 
 
Commercial Code 
 
CA-7 
AHRI strongly supports the proposal as it will establish one uniform set of minimum energy 
efficiency provisions for commercial buildings in U.S. model codes and standards.  There are too 
many commercial building energy codes in the U.S. with different requirements.  Harmonizing 
the two major codes is a step in the right direction. 
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CA-8  
We support provisions in the code that would allow designers to meet the intent of the code 
through a performance path rather than just the prescriptive path.  However, DOE provided no 
justification for the 26% improvement.  DOE must conduct an analysis justifying the 26% before 
it can submit the proposal to the IECC.   
 
CA-17 
Even though no proposal is available for review, DOE should not pursue this concept as it goes 
directly to the issue of preemption.  Federal regulations regarding efficiency standards for 
commercial and industrial equipment have clear preemption provisions.  An exception is 
provided only for efficiency requirements adopted in ASHRAE Standard 90.1.  As is the case 
with  RA-4, DOE should not be proposing code requirements that mandate the use of one of 
more several options and which severely limit, if not effectively ban, the use of certain 
commercial water heaters that meet federal minimum efficiency requirements. 
 
CA-19 
We strongly oppose the proposal.  The proposed requirements essentially eliminate air-cooled 
chillers above 100 tons from being sold in most of the U.S.  This is a restraint of trade, which if 
implemented could have legal ramifications.  AHRI strongly believes that chiller selection 
should be based on a life cycle cost (LCC) analysis and not dictated by regulations.  In addition, 
there are several reasons why the use of air-cooled chillers should not be restricted including the 
following: 
 

• There are geographic areas in the U.S. today where the supply and quality of water is 
limited, to say nothing about the future availability of water. 

• Not only the availability of water but also the cost of water for tower makeup can be 
significant and must be considered in the overall life cycle analysis of the building. 

• Chemical treatment of the cooling tower water is another added cost for water-cooled 
systems and must be considered in the overall life cycle analysis of the building. 

• Water-cooled systems require a higher skill level of operating personnel that may not be 
available on a particular job site. 

• Putting this restriction on air-cooled chillers will inevitably move the market towards 
unitary air-cooled packaged systems and not water-cooled chillers. 

• The efficiency of air-cooled chillers has improved substantially, particularly at part load 
due to the use of variable speed compressors and fans. The ASHRAE 90.1 committee just 
recently approved a continuous maintenance proposal that significantly improve these 
efficiencies.  

• No analysis was conducted to justify the proposal. 
• Concern for Legionnaires disease, often associated with water-cooled systems, can be a 

factor in the decision to specify air-cooled chillers. 
• It is very difficult to compare different chiller technologies on an equal basis as the 

applications can vary significantly and one system may not be the best choice for all 
applications.  The chiller(s) selection should be based on a building energy and LCC 
analyses and not mandated by codes or standards. 

 



A H R I  C o m m e n t s  –  D O E  P r o p o s a l s  2 0 1 5  I E C C  P a g e  |  5  
 

CB-28 
We do not support the proposal for two reasons.  First, the IECC 2012 already mentions “higher 
than 32F”.  Second, the term “certified” is mentioned in ASHRAE 90.1.  DOE must be 
consistent.  On one hand, DOE advocates for the full harmonization of the IECC with ASHRAE 
90.1 through proposal CA-7; and on the other hand DOE proposes language that is not consistent 
with ASHRAE 90.1.  Either DOE is for the full harmonization of the codes or it isn’t.   
 
 
AHRI appreciates the opportunity to provide these comments.  If you have any questions 
regarding this submission, please do not hesitate to contact me. 
 
 
Sincerely,  

 
Karim Amrane 
Vice President, Regulatory & Research 
Tel: 703/524-8800 ext.307 
Email: kamrane@ahrinet.org 
 
 
 

mailto:kamrane@ahrinet.org

