
From: Harvey Sachs
To: Andrew deLaski; Ben Longstreth; Charlie Harak; Charlie Stephens; David Lis; Elizabeth Noll; Jennifer Amann; 

Joanna Mauer; Kit Kennedy; Lowell Ungar; Marianne DiMascio; Hunt, Marshall; Meg Waltner; Mel Hall-Crawford; 
Mike Murza; Robin Roy; Steven Nadel; Timothy Ballo; Tom Eckman; Driskell, Kristen@Energy

Subject: Re: notes on Friday call, action items and next call Doodle
Date: Sunday, May 31, 2015 5:24:47 PM
Attachments: ASAP notes on 052915 furnace call-hs.docx

To no one’s great surprise, I’ve gone through the document and made a few notes.  WRT the “81+” 
concept, whether or not it’s savings are well-established and the right size, I suggest we re-consider the 
prior round’s agreement concerning “pre-approved waivers” for exceptionally difficult Northern 
installations.  This would get around the whole Q of what size is big enough, and availability would 
presumably be assured by the 80/81 requirement for <3000 HDD areas.  Might be simpler and easier to 
assure savings; might not be.

I’ve also added a few notes on mobile home furnaces, where principles will have to outweigh the savings 
potential:  They seem to be predominantly southern (lower heating loads), and only ~50,000 units per year 
now, after the market collapsed.

Thanks,
harvey

From: "adelaski@standardsasap.org" <adelaski@standardsasap.org>
Date: Sunday, May 31, 2015 at 9:14 AM
To: Ben Longstreth <blongstreth@nrdc.org>, "charak@nclc.org" <charak@nclc.org>, Charlie 
Stephens <CStephens@neea.org>, "djlis@neep.org" <djlis@neep.org>, Elizabeth Noll 
<enoll@nrdc.org>, Harvey Sachs <hsachs@aceee.org>, Jennifer Amann <jamann@aceee.org>, 
Joanna Mauer <jmauer@standardsasap.org>, "kkennedy@nrdc.org" <kkennedy@nrdc.org>, Lowell 
Ungar <lungar@aceee.org>, Marianne DiMascio <mdimascio@standardsasap.org>, Marshall B Hunt 
<MBH9@pge.com>, "mwaltner@nrdc.org" <mwaltner@nrdc.org>, "melhc@consumerfed.org" 
<melhc@consumerfed.org>, Mike Murza <michael.murza@energy.ca.gov>, "rroy@nrdc.org" 
<rroy@nrdc.org>, Steve Nadel <snadel@aceee.org>, "tballo@earthjustice.org" 
<tballo@earthjustice.org>, "teckman@nwcouncil.org" <teckman@nwcouncil.org>, Kristen Driskell 
<Kristen.Driskell@energy.ca.gov>
Subject: Re: notes on Friday call, action items and next call Doodle

Two additional items on furnaces:

#1.  AGA sent around a meeting invite for the next negotiation meeting.  It is confirmed for Thursday June 11, 8 am 
to Noon ET at their offices.  Please let me know if you will attend.

#2.  I've attached here data Joanna pulled together on the available models today at various btu/hr input capacity.  
Note that Charlie Stephens observed on our Friday call that the sales are probably skewed more to 80 btu/hr and 
lower than the model distribution.

- Andrw

Andrew deLaski
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CONFIDENTIAL – DO NOT CIRCULATE



Friday, May 29 ASAP call on furnace negotiations -- summary



We reviewed and discussed our last proposal.  The discussion on the final few items was truncated as we ran out of time.



Key items discussed and action items



#1.  Border between "81 plus" and 92 AFUE regions.  



We initially proposed no regional standard. Industry countered with a proposal for a 5000 HDD line and we counter-proposed 3000 HDD.  3000 HDD line would put the southernmost tier of states in the "81 plus" region plus Georgia and SC, minus NM.  We discussed what analysis was needed to justify this or any border.  Andrew checked with Joanna to see if the DOE analysis could be manipulated to show cost-effectiveness for regions defined differently.  She pointed out that the current DOE analysis shows both 92% and 95% AFUE to be lifecycle cost effective on average in the region below 5000 HDD and % of consumers better off with standards outweighs % worse off.  Dropping the states with less than 3000 HDD will only improve average cost-effectiveness and the ratio of “winners” to “losers”.  DOE estimates about 1 quad of savings for a 92 AFUE standard in the region below 5000 HDD. An “81 plus” furnace standard for the region below 3000 HDD would (at least in theory) deliver similar savings to a 92 AFUE standard.  	Comment by Harvey Sachs: At this point, as developed below, this depends almost entirely on our willingness or ability to accept that the learning ‘stat will reliably deliver ~10% savings.  



#2. "81 plus" furnace elements.  



Under the proposal, furnaces with AFUE less than 92 would be permitted at any input capacity in the region below 3000 HDD and below a certain input capacity break point (see item #3 below) in the region above 3000 HDD if they meet the following conditions: 1. AFUE of at least 81; 2. some improvement (TBD) in furnace fan efficiency above the already-on-the-books 2019 federal standard and 3. Manufacturer required to provide a learning thermostat along the lines of a Nest or Lyric.  



Industry is thinking about whether they can go to 81. They seemed resistant, saying that it required a re-design and may not be worth it to get 1 point of efficiency. Furthermore, in the past, they have argued that 81 is already in “near-condensing” range. On fan efficiency, the savings potential over the recent standard which is scheduled to take effect in 2019 are modest. At the meeting Friday, some manufacturers said they already have some products for which they do not have a path to meet the 2019 standard.  AHRI’s failure to make a specific proposal on this suggests to me that manufacturers have not been able to reach a consensus. Since items 1 and 2 yield modest savings and face industry resistance, the thermostat feature is the key element that potentially brings an 80/81 AFUE furnace close to the savings of a 92 AFUE product. At the Friday meeting, industry expressed concerns about this element saying it would be hard to implement and would affect additional market participants not represented in these negotiations to date. Contractors (ACCA) said they some contractor use house like to brand their for furnaces they installown thermostat, so they don’t like the idea of manufacturers selling furnaces with a thermostat. We countered that this element is essential to get anywhere close to the savings of a 92 AFUE product out of an 80 or 81 AFUE product. ACCA was tasked with forming a working group on how to address this issue. Harvey volunteered for this group and Marshall said he’d like to be involved too. As of Friday, ACCA said they’d reached out to thermostat makers but had not had a response. No meeting of this group has been scheduled.



Marshall said that CA’s Title 24 building code has thermostat requirements that need to be taken into consideration and may be instructive for this effort. For example, we might want to require that the thermostat be DR capable.	Comment by Harvey Sachs:  Why does DR matter for a gas furnace with the new fan standard?



Our group wanted to better understand what sort of savings we should expect from learning thermostats. Steve (who was not on the call) had previously said there was work suggesting 10% or so savings.  



Action items:

1. Andrew will let Charlie McCrudden of ACCA know that Marshall wants to be on the working group for T-stats.  (Marshall – we may see him on Monday at RTU talks.)

2. Marshall is going to look for information that will help us understand the savings from learning thermostats.  Is 10% savings in the right ball park?

3. Marshall:  Seems to me that it may be useful to share around with this group the Title 24 requirements for thermostats – can you do that?

4. Andrew will ask Steve to share around information that he has that suggests 10% savings from learning thermostats (question: is this 10% savings on heating and cooling?)



#3.  Input capacity break point. 	Comment by Harvey Sachs: Given that the non-condenser would be legal in the <3000 HDD region w/o capacity restriction, I recommend that we reconsider the prior consensus we reached with AHRI and AGA, notably, to allow a preapproved but documented “hardship” waiver where the installation cost would really be much greater than the savings?  This gets us out of any haggling about capacity limits, etc.  That is, I we can’t get Elizabeth’s commitment to load-reducing services instead (see next ¶)



We initially proposed a break point of 65,000 btu/hr input capacity. “81 plus” furnaces at or below this input capacity would be permitted in the region above 3000 HDD if they are sold for replacements purposes only. Industry countered with an 80,000 btu/hr break point. We stuck with our initial proposal, arguing that products at 80K btu/hr represent half of models available.



In our discussion, Charlie S. said that 80,000 btu/hr input seemed about right for sizing a furnace for an existing mid-sized home in a northern climate. He also said that mfrs may have picked that number because some mfrs product offerings jump from 60k btu/hr to 80 btu/hr input (i.e. whatever break point is chosen will have different impacts on different manufacturers depending on what products they have today). Elizabeth said she’s heard from New Jersey that 75,000 btu/hr input is needed to meet the heating load of a mid-size row house there.



Elizabeth argued that even if 65K btu/h input is not sufficient to heat some mid-sized northern homes, if a furnace of that size is paired with additional services like insulation, duct sealing, etc, designed to lower the building load, then the smaller furnace can likely do the job. She said we should still look for utility and other efforts to provide services that enable customers to meet their load with a smaller furnace.  Charlie S. seconded this concept.



ACTION ITEMS

1. Harvey has reached out to APGA to get the parameters of a Philly row house and they’ve agreed to work with him on this item. Marshall will then have a contractor do some modeling to determine needed input capacity.

2. We should all be thinking about whether we are trying to allow a non-condensing furnace for any existing mid-sized northern home or whether we are allowing it only for one that is has a relatively low load because it’s been insulated and perhaps other services to lower the load.  	Comment by Harvey Sachs: Whatever happened to hardship cases, as we agreed on earlier?



#4.  California questions.



AFUE.  Even though CA has less than 3000 HDD on average, we told industry we wanted to check with CA stakeholders to determine what region they want to be in.  Kristin and Marshall said there was some division among CA stakeholders with PG&E and CEC likely supporting inclusion in the 92/95 region and So Cal Gas wanting the lower standard for CA. At a minimum, CA wants to be able to adopt the higher standards for new construction to meet Zero Net Energy (ZNE) goals for new homes and may want them for replacements/retrofits too.  



EER.  Industry had asked us if removal of EER could be considered. We said we’d check with CA stakeholders. Marshall and Kristin both said that California cares a lot about peak demand and they are not interested in removing the EER requirement in their region.



Action items:

1.  Kristin checking with CEC management to confirm CEC preferences and will update the group next week.

2. Marshall will work with Kristin to convey a “California” viewpoint.



#5.  Central Air. 



We proposed that the SEER 14 (currently the standard south of 5000 HDD) also be applied in the north effective in 2019. Industry said they are open to this, but would like to see the EER requirement reconsidered (see item #3 above). They also said they would want a compliance date in the winter so as not to coincide with peak sales season. We said winter 2019 would be fine.	Comment by Harvey Sachs: There’s a “simple” economic test here:  Which is larger, given what we know about daily and critical peak pricing variations, EER in the SW/Cal, or 14 SEER in the North?  Obviously, absent ToD residential pricing today, this has to be thought about in terms of societal value or utility costs.



Andrew reported that ASAP had reviewed the 2011 final rule. That final rule estimated the potential savings of a 14 SEER standard in the north at 0.1 quads over thirty years (i.e. very modest savings).



#6. Timing of next rulemaking to revise central AC/ HP and furnace standards.  



The group discussed that the rationale for this proposal is to allow alignment with the implementation of the EPA rules (SNAP rules) which will eliminate common refrigerants used in ACs. Elizabeth said NRDC is looking into their take on the timing of the EPA rules. Andrew explained that DOE is scheduled to issue a NOPR for central ACs this summer and final rule next summer – in theory, we are talking about the effective date for this rule now under development, but the current DOE rulemaking was not explicitly discussed during the negotiations. In sum, the SEER 14 standard (item #5 above) would be implemented in 2019 and whatever DOE comes up with via normal rulemaking would take effect in 2023.  



Action items:

a. Our group needs to think through how our proposal to adopt SEER 14 interacts with the DOE rulemaking for central AC currently underway.

b. Elizabeth checking with others at NRDC on interaction with EPA refrigerant rules.



#7.  Building codes.  	Comment by Harvey Sachs: Historically, ACEEE has been very reluctant to allow trade-offs of higher performance for relatively short-lived HVAC for lower requirements for longer-lived insulation, glazing, etc.  Is that what we’re considering?



We did not have much time to discuss the bldg code proposal.  Charlie S. said he thinks states can adopt bldg codes that effectively require 92 or 95 AFUE furnaces already by creating multiple prescriptive pathways where the most attractive is the one using the high efficiency furnace. OR and WA (?) have codes that do this already. Marshall responded that CA does see value in being permitted to use an efficiency level higher than the national minimum. Jeff Harris agreed with Marshall that he also sees value in allowing states to directly adopt higher levels. We agreed we would discuss the bldg code provision on our next call.



Action items:

a. Group to discuss value of this item on next call.

b. Group to review building code language Tim drafted.



#8. Mobile Home Gas Furnaces (MHGF).



We did not develop an offer for MHGF. At the negotiation session, Mortek, a manufacturer of this product asserted that they would like to get the same treatment as other furnaces. We said we’d think about what we’d propose. I said on or call that condensing standards for MHGF are more cost-effective than for conventional furnaces and the high venting cost scenario does not occur, so there seems little reason to do anything other than 92 or 95 AFUE for these products.



Action item:

Our group needs to decide what we propose for MHGF

Here are some considerations, in no particular order:

· MH are the lowest cost and smallest light construction housing, and predominantly occupied by those with very little income (to the best of my understanding)

· In the past decade or so, sales have all but collapsed, from ~300,000/yr to ~50,000/yr, and the industry has consolidated enormously.

· MH have their largest penetration in the S/SE, where the heating loads are lowest.  Gas/propane will be a whole bunch cheaper to run than resistance electric, but HP should work well in these homes.  I don’t know what fraction of MH are served with NG instead of propane.

· Given the small sales volume and predominant southern installation, national energy savings from condensing are likely to be small.

· MH already require “sealed combustion,” that is, outside air used for fuel combustion and vented outdoors.  They have other infiltration issues, but not this one, which is common in conventional houses that (usually) use indoor air for combustion.

· MHGF are installed in small closets with close clearances, since space is at a premium.  If non-condensing MHGF become illegal, replacements will be more of a problem in this housing than in conventional.

On the other hand:

· Are new approaches to housing (advanced modular) going to try to use a NC MHGF exemption if everything else is condensing?  That could lead to much larger sales volumes.

· Condensing saves money, and that matters to low-income people even more than those of us who are more affluent.



#9.  92 v. 95.   



As noted on our proposal summary, NRDC is not comfortable with our proposal that 92 AFUE is the proposed standard for furnaces over 3000 HDD larger than the input capacity break point. (It seems to me that if other items fall out of the proposal due to mfr resistance or due to our assessment that they are worth less than we initially thought, we may want to argue that higher AFUE could be a path to make up those savings.)



#10. Agenda for next call.



Three additional agenda items were requested for our next call:	Comment by Harvey Sachs:  Only two are listed



a. Elizabeth asked that we consider what items we’ve developed that might be done through the rulemaking pathway (Andrew adds: we may want to include some proposals based on thinking done for this negotiation even if we don’t reach consensus, e.g. an exemption for small furnaces) as a way to mitigate concerns about impacts on low-income households.

b. Mel asked that we talk about the “big picture” – is this envisioned as a legislative proposal; do we need to be planning on preparing written comments for the docket to meet the July 10 deadline?  (On this last item, I’d say yes – we should be preparing comments and negotiating with industry stakeholders in parallel since agreement is far from sure and, even if we reach one, it may be after July 10.)



Appliance Standards Awareness Project
www.appliance-standards.org
(617) 363-9470

On Sun, May 31, 2015 at 8:58 AM, Andrew deLaski <adelaski@standardsasap.org> wrote:

Hi ASAP furnace team:  Thanks for a productive call on Friday.  We decided at the 
end that we should talk again next week as a group.  Below is a doodle poll (please 
respond by COB Monday so I can pick a time). 

I've also written up some detailed notes from yesterday's call since some folks 
missed it and there are a lot of moving parts for all of us to keep track of.  These 
notes are attached.  

In the notes, I've noted specific action items discussed yesterday for several of you, 
including Marshall, Kristin, Elizabeth, Harvey and Steve.

I've also attached language Tim and Steve drafted on the building code provision 
which Steve asked me to share around.

Please continue to treat all of this information confidentially. 

 

Doodle poll for call next week:  http://doodle.com/rzt5zk9agzmpstf3

FYI: I'm traveling and in meetings all day Mon and Tues, so email is best bet if any 
of you wish to contact me.

- Andrew

Andrew deLaski
Appliance Standards Awareness Project
www.appliance-standards.org
(617) 363-9470
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tel:%28617%29%20363-9470

