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DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY

10 CFR Part 431

[Docket Number EERE—2009-BT-STD-
0018]

RIN 1904—-AC00

Energy Conservation Program: Energy

Conservation Standards for Metal
Halide Lamp Fixtures

AGENCY: Office of Energy Efficiency and

Renewable Energy, Department of
Energy.
ACTION: Final rule.

SUMMARY: The Energy Policy and
Conservation Act of 1975 (EPCA), as
amended, prescribes energy
conservation standards for various
consumer products and certain
commercial and industrial equipment,
including metal halide lamp fixtures
(MHLFs). EPCA also requires the U.S.
Department of Energy (DOE) to
determine whether more-stringent
standards would be technologically

feasible and economically justified, and

would save a significant amount of
energy. In this final rule, DOE is
adopting more-stringent energy
conservation standards for MHLFs. It
has determined that the new and

amended energy conservation standards

for this equipment would result in
significant conservation of energy, and
are technologically feasible and
economically justified.

DATES: The effective date of this rule is
April 11, 2014. Compliance with the

new and amended standards established

for MHLF's in today’s final rule is
required by February 10, 2017.
The incorporation by reference of

certain publications listed in this rule is

approved by the Director of the Federal
Register on April 11, 2014.

ADDRESSES: The docket, which includes
Federal Register notices, public meeting

attendee lists and transcripts,
comments, and other supporting
documents/materials, is available for
review at regulations.gov. All
documents in the docket are listed in
the regulations.gov index. However,
some documents listed in the index,
such as those containing information
that is exempt from public disclosure,
may not be publicly available.

A link to the docket Web page can be
found at: http://www1.eere.energy.gov/
buildings/appliance standards/
rulemaking.aspx/ruleid/16. The
regulations.gov Web page will contain

simple instructions on how to access all
documents, including public comments,

in the docket.
For further information on how to
review the docket, contact Ms. Brenda

Edwards at (202) 586—2945 or by email:

Brenda.Edwards@ee.doe.gov.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Ms.

Lucy deButts, U.S. Department of
Energy, Office of Energy Efficiency and
Renewable Energy, Building
Technologies Program, EE-2], 1000
Independence Avenue SW.,
Washington, DC 20585-0121.
Telephone: (202) 287—-1604. Email:
metal halide lamp_fixtures@
ee.doe.gov.

Mr. Ari Altman, U.S. Department of
Energy, Office of the General Counsel,
GG-71, 1000 Independence Avenue
SW., Washington, DC 20585-0121.
Telephone: (202) 287—6307. Email:
ari.altman@hq.doe.gov.
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I. Summary of the Final Rule and Its
Benefits

Title III, Part B 1 of the Energy Policy and
Conservation Act of 1975 (EPCA or the Act),
Public Law 94-163 (42 U.S.C. 6291-6309, as
codified), established the Energy
Conservation Program for Consumer Products
Other Than Automobiles.2 Pursuant to EPCA,
any new or amended energy conservation
standard that DOE prescribes for certain
equipment, such as metal halide lamp
fixtures (MHLFs or “fixtures” 3), shall be
designed to achieve the maximum
improvement in energy efficiency that DOE
determines is technologically feasible and
economically justified. (42 U.S.C.
6295(0)(2)(A)) Furthermore, the new or
amended standard must result in significant
conservation of energy. (42 U.S.C.
6295(0)(3)(B)) In accordance with these and
other statutory provisions discussed in this
notice, DOE is adopting new and amended
energy conservation standards for MHLFs.
The new and amended standards, which are
the minimum allowable ballast efficiencies 4
based on fixture location, ballast type, and
rated lamp wattage, are shown in Table I.1.
These new and amended standards apply to
all equipment listed in Table I.1 and
manufactured in, or imported into, the
United States on or after the compliance date
in the DATES section of this notice
(additionally, see section II.B.3 of this notice
for more information on the compliance date
determination).

TABLE |.1—ENERGY CONSERVATION STANDARDS FOR MHLFS

Designed to be operated with

lamps of the following rated lamp Indoor/outdoor Test input voltage T Minimum stang}ard equation
wattage °

>50 Wand <100 W ..o Indoor ......cceeueeee 480V e (1/(1+1.24xP~(—0.351))) — 0.0200.

250 Wand <100 W ..., Indoor .......cceeenee. All others ................. 1/(1+1.24xP~(—0.351)).

250 Wand <100 W ..o Outdoor ............... 480V e (1/(1+1.24xP~(—0.351))) — 0.0200.

250 W and <100 W ...ooeiiviienee. Outdoor .............. All others ................. 1/(1+1.24xP~(—0.351)).

>100 W and <150 W* Indoor ... 480 V e | (1/(1+1.24xP~(—0.351))) — 0.0200.

>100 W and <150 W* Indoor All others ................. 1/(1+1.24xP~(—0.351)).

>100 W and <150 W* .....occveieene Outdoor 480V o (1/(1+1.24xP~(—0.351))) — 0.0200.

>100 W and <150 W* ..... Outdoor . All others . 1/(1+1.24xP~(—0.351)).

>150 W** and <250 W ... .. | Indoor . 480 V ... .... | 0.880.

2150 W** and <250 W ........ccoceeee. Indoor .......ccceeeee. All others ................ For 2150 W and <200 W: 0.880.
For >200 W and <250 W:
1/(1+0.876xP~(—0.351)).

2150 W** and <250 W ........ccoeeee. Outdoor ............... 480V e 0.880.

1For editorial reasons, upon codification in the
U.S. Code, Part B was redesignated Part A.

2 All references to EPCA in this document refer
to the statute as amended through the American
Energy Manufacturing Technical Corrections Act
(AEMTCA), Public Law 112-210 (Dec. 18, 2012).

3 The scope of this rulemaking encompasses
entire MHLF's, including the metal halide lamps

and metal halide ballasts the fixtures contain.

Therefore, the ratings of individual components are
often discussed at a system level. For example,
when referring to the rated wattages or available
input voltages of the lamps and ballasts a fixture is
designed to operate with, this final rule frequently
uses shorthand such as ““100 W ballast” for a ballast
operating a lamp rated at 100 watts or “480 V

fixture” for a fixture housing a ballast with a
dedicated input voltage of 480 volts.

4DOE is proposing to continue using a ballast
efficiency metric for regulation of MHLFs, rather
than a system or other approach. See section 0 for
further discussion.
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TABLE |.1—ENERGY CONSERVATION STANDARDS FOR MHLFs—Continued

Designed to be operated with

lamps of the following rated lamp Indoor/outdoor Test input voltage T Minimum stangard equation §
wattage °
2150 W** and <250 W .................. Outdoor ............... All others ................. For 2150 W and <200 W: 0.88.

For >200 W and <250 W:
1/(1+0.876xP~(—0.351)).

>250 W and <500 W ......ooeeeennnees Indoor .......cceeueee. 480V oo For >250 W and <265 W: 0.880.

For 2265 W and <500 W: (1/(1+0.876xP~(—0.351))) — 0.0100.
>250 W and <500 W ......cccevevenen. Indoor .......cceeeeee. All others ................. 1/(1+0.876xP~(—0.351)).
>250 W and <500 W .....ooeeeeiieees Outdoor ............... 480V oo, For >250 W and <265 W: 0.880.

For >265 W and <500 W: (1/(1+0.876xP~(—0.351))) — 0.0100.
>250 W and <500 W ..o Outdoor ............... All others ................. 1/(1+0.876xP~(—0.351)).
>500 W and <1000 W .....ccccvvveennee Indoor .......ccc.u.e. 480V oo >500 W and <750 W: 0.900.

>750 W and <1000 W:

0.000104xP + 0.822.

For >500 W and <1000 W: may not utilize a probe-start ballast.
>500 W and <1000 W ........ccceeeee. Indoor .......cceeeeee. All others ................. For >500 W and <750 W: 0.910.

For >750 W and <1000 W: 0.000104xP+0.832.

For >500 W and <1000 W: may not utilize a probe-start ballast.
>500 W and <1000 W ......cccecvenene Outdoor ............... 480V e >500 W and <750 W: 0.900.

>750 W and <1000 W:

0.000104xP + 0.822.

For >500 W and <1000 W: may not utilize a probe-start ballast.
>500 W and <1000 W ................... Outdoor ............... All others ................. For >500 W and <750 W: 0.910.

For >750 W and <1000 W: 0.000104xP+0.832.

For >500 W and <1000 W: may not utilize a probe-start ballast.

*Includes 150 W fixtures specified in paragraph (b)(3) of this section, which are fixtures rated only for 150 watt lamps; rated for use in wet lo-
cations, as specified by the NFPA 70-2002, section 410.4(A); and containing a ballast that is rated to operate at ambient air temperatures above
50 °C, as specified by UL 1029-2007.

**Excludes 150 W fixtures specified in paragraph (b)(3) of this section, which are fixtures rated only for 150 watt lamps; rated for use in wet lo-
cations, as specified by the NFPA 70-2002, section 410.4(A); and containing a ballast that is rated to operate at ambient air temperatures above
50 °C, as specified by UL 1029-2007.

1 Tested input voltage is specified in 10 CFR 431.324.

i P is defined as the rated wattage of the lamp the fixture is designed to operate.

A. Benefits and Costs to Customers customers of MHLFs, as measured by the savings are positive for a majority of users for
Table 1.2 presents DOE’s evaluation of the average life-cycle cost (LCC) savings and the  all equipment classes.
economic impacts of today’s standards on median payback period. The average LCC

TABLE |.2—IMPACTS OF TODAY’S STANDARDS ON CUSTOMERS OF MHLFs*

Median
. Average LCC
. : Representative ! ayback
Representative equipment class pwattage szalt\)/;rg;; ppgriod
years
>50 W and <100 W (indoor, magnetic baseling) .........cccccccovnvevrnenne 27.00 4.5
>50 W and <100 W (outdoor, magnetic baseline) ... 34.88 4.5
>100 W and <150 W™** (iNdOOK) ...cocuieiiiiiieiieeieeeiie e 24.63 7.3
>100 W and <150 W ** (outdoor) 30.70 8.1
2150 Wt and <250 W (indoor) ...... 4.51 14.2
>150 Wt and <250 W (outdoor) . 6.74 17.4
>250 W and <500 W (iNdOOK) ...ccueviiiiiiiiiieieecree et 7.95 15.0
>250 W and <500 W (outdoor) 13.15 18.4
>500 W and <1000 W (indoor) 1221.54 0.8
>500 W and <1000 W (outdoor) 1631.94 0.8

*On average, indoor and outdoor fixtures have 20- and 25-year lifetimes, respectively.

**Includes 150 W MHLFs exempted by EISA 2007, which are MHLFs rated only for 150 W lamps; rated for use in wet locations, as specified
by the National Electrical Code 2002, section 410.4(A); and containing a ballast that is rated to operate at ambient air temperatures above 50 °C,
as specified by UL 1029-2001.

1 Excludes 150 W MHLFs exempted by EISA 2007, which are MHLFs rated only for 150 W lamps; rated for use in wet locations, as specified
by the National Electrical Code 2002, section 410.4(A); and containing a ballast that is rated to operate at ambient air temperatures above 50 °C,
as specified by UL 1029-2001.

B. Impact on Manufacturers estimates that the base case INPV for approximately $17.9 million, in the low-
The industry net present value (INPV) is manufacturers of MH ballasts ranges from shipment, preservation of operating profit
. $67 million in the low-shipment scenario to ~ markup scenario.
the sum of the discounted cash flows to the illion in the high-shi o ML . 1 di f
industry from the base vear through the end $74 million in the high-shipment scenario in For F, using a rea iscount rate of 9.5
industry : c v 8 - 20128$. Under today’s standards, DOE expects percent, DOE estimates that the base case
of the analysis period (2014 to 2046). Using that ballast manufacturers may lose up to INPV for manufacturers of MHLFs ranges

areal discount rate of 8.9 percent, DOE 26.7 percent of their INPV, which is from $346 million in the low-shipment
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scenario to $379 million in the high-
shipment scenario in 2012$. Under today’s
standards, DOE expects that MHLF
manufacturers may lose up to 1.0 percent of
their INPV, which is approximately $3.6
million, in the low-shipment, preservation of
operating profit markup scenario.

When adding these two MH industries
together (MHLF and MH ballast), DOE
estimates that the combined base case INPV
for manufacturers of MHLFs and MH ballasts
ranges from $413 million in the low-
shipment scenario to $453 million in the
high-shipment scenario in 2012$. Under
today’s standards, DOE expects that all MH
manufacturers (MHLF and MH ballast
manufacturers) may lose up to 5.2 percent of
their INPV, which is approximately $21.5
million, in the low-shipment, preservation of
operating profit markup scenario.

Additionally, based on DOE’s interviews
with manufacturers of MHLFs and ballasts,
DOE does not expect any plant closings or
significant loss of employment.

C. National Benefits >

DOE’s analyses indicate that today’s
standards would save a significant amount of
energy. The lifetime savings for MHLFs
purchased in the 30-year period that begins
in the year of compliance with new and
amended standards (2017—2046) amount to
0.39-0.49 quads.

The cumulative net present value (NPV) of
total customer costs and savings of today’s
standards for MHLF's ranges from $0.29
billion (at a 7-percent discount rate, low
shipments scenario) to $1.1 billion (at a 3-
percent discount rate, high shipments
scenario). This NPV expresses the estimated
total value of future operating cost savings
minus the estimated increased equipment
costs for equipment purchased in 2017-2046.

In addition, today’s standards would have
significant environmental benefits. The
energy savings would result in cumulative
greenhouse gas emission reductions of
approximately 22.5-27.8 million metric tons
(Mt) & of carbon dioxide (CO,), 105.9-132.4
thousand tons of methane, 0.5-0.6 thousand

tons of nitrous oxide (N,0), 37.5-47.2
thousand tons of sulfur dioxide (SO,), 28.2—
35.0 tons of nitrogen oxides (NOx) and 0.05—
0.06 tons of mercury (Hg).3 Through 2030,
the estimated energy savings would result in
cumulative emissions reductions of 6.3-6.8
Mt of CO».

The value of the CO» reductions is
calculated using a range of values per metric
ton of CO, (otherwise known as the Social
Cost of Carbon or SCC) developed by a recent
interagency process.” The derivation of the
SCC values is discussed in section V.M.
Using discount rates appropriate for each set
of SCC values, DOE estimates that the net
present monetary value of the CO, emissions
reductions is between $0.15 billion and $2.55
billion. DOE also estimates that the net
present monetary value of the NOx emissions
reductions is $17.34 million at a 7-percent
discount rate, and $44.20 million at a 3-
percent discount rate.8

Table I.3 summarizes the national
economic costs and benefits expected to
result from today’s standards for MHLFs.

TABLE |.3—SUMMARY OF NATIONAL ECONOMIC BENEFITS AND COSTS OF MHLF ENERGY CONSERVATION STANDARDS *

Present value Discount rate
Category million 2012% (%)
Benefits
OPErating COSt SAVINGS ....veeiutieriiiitieitieetee ettt e st sh e bttt e eb e e bt e eab e e saeeaabeeabeeeabeesaeeeabeesabeebeesaseenaeesaneenseean 754 7
1,636 3
CO, Reduction Monetized Value ($11.8/t case) ** 146 5
CO, Reduction Monetized Value ($39.7/t case) ** 682 3
CO, Reduction Monetized Value ($61.2/t case) ** .. 1,088 25
CO, Reduction Monetized Value ($117/t case) ** 2,106 3
NOx Reduction Monetized Value (at $2639/t0N) ** .....c.eeieierererere e naeenes 17 7
37 3
o) b1l =T 1= {1 €= SO SRR POPPPPRTRRRRRPNt 1,453 7
2,355 3
Costs
Incremental INStAllEd COSES ......ooiuiiiiiiiie ittt ettt e e b e sae e ene e e st e enbeenseeenns 465 7
721 3
Net Benefits
Including CO, and NOx 1 Reduction Monetized ValUue ..........occcoiiiiiiiiiiiiiie e 988 7
1,634 3

*This table presents the primary (low shipments scenario) estimate of costs and benefits associated with fixtures shipped in 2017-2046. These
results include benefits to customers which accrue after 2047 from the equipment purchased in 2017-2046. The results account for the incre-
mental variable and fixed costs incurred by manufacturers due to the standard, some of which may be incurred in preparation for the rule.

**The CO, values represent global monetized values of the SCC, in 2012$, in 2015 under several scenarios of the updated SCC values. The
first three cases use the averages of SCC distributions calculated using 5%, 3%, and 2.5% discount rates, respectively. The fourth case rep-
resents the 95th percentile of the SCC distribution calculated using a 3% discount rate. The SCC time series used by DOE incorporate an esca-

lation factor. The value for NOx is the average of the low and high values used in DOE’s analysis.

1 Total Benefits for both the 3% and 7% cases are derived using the series corresponding to average SCC with a 3-percent discount rate.

The benefits and costs of today’s standards,
for equipment sold in 2017-2046, can also be
expressed in terms of annualized values. The

5 All monetary values in this section are
expressed in 2012 dollars and are discounted to
2013. Value ranges correspond with estimates for
the low and high shipment scenarios.

6 A metric ton is equivalent to 1.1 short tons.
Results for NOx and Hg are presented in short tons.

3DOE calculated emissions reductions relative to
the Annual Energy Outlook (AEO) 2013 Reference

annualized monetary values are the sum of
(1) the annualized national economic value
of the benefits from operating the equipment

case, which generally represents current legislation
and environmental regulations for which
implementing regulations were available as of
December 31, 2012.

7 Technical Support Document: Technical Update
of the Social Cost of Carbon for Regulatory Impact
Analysis Under Executive Order 12866. Interagency
Working Group on Social Cost of Carbon, United

(consisting primarily of operating cost
savings from using less energy, minus
increases in equipment purchase and

States Government. May 2013 (Revised November
2013). www.whitehouse.gov/sites/default/files/omb/
assets/inforeg/technical-update-social-cost-of-
carbon-for-regulator-impact-analysis.pdyf.

8DOE is currently investigating valuation of
avoided Hg and SO> emissions.


http://www.whitehouse.gov/sites/default/files/omb/assets/inforeg/technical-update-social-cost-of-carbon-for-regulator-impact-analysis.pdf
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installation costs, which is another way of
representing customer NPV), plus (2) the
annualized monetary value of the benefits of
emission reductions, including CO, emission
reductions.?

Although adding the value of customer
savings to the values of emission reductions
provides a valuable perspective, two issues
should be considered. First, the national
operating cost savings are domestic U.S.
customer monetary savings that occur as a
result of market transactions, while the value
of CO, reductions is based on a global value.
Second, the assessments of operating cost
savings and CO- savings are performed with
different methods that use different time

frames for analysis. The national operating
cost savings is measured for the lifetime of
MHLFs shipped in 2017-2046. The SCC
values, on the other hand, reflect the present
value of all future climate-related impacts
resulting from the emission of one metric ton
of carbon dioxide in each year. These
impacts continue well beyond 2100.
Estimates of annualized benefits and costs
of today’s standards are shown in Table 1.4.
The results under the primary estimate are as
follows. Using a 7-percent discount rate for
benefits and costs other than CO, reduction,
for which DOE used a 3-percent discount rate
along with the average SCC series that uses
a 3-percent discount rate, the cost of the

standards in today’s rule is $46 million per
year in increased equipment costs, while the
benefits are $74 million per year in reduced
equipment operating costs, $38 million in
CO;, reductions, and $1.71 million in reduced
NOx emissions. In this case, the net benefit
amounts to $68 million per year. Using a 3-
percent discount rate for all benefits and
costs and the average SCC series, the cost of
the standards in today’s rule is $40 million
per year in increased equipment costs, while
the benefits are $91 million per year in
reduced operating costs, $38 million in CO»
reductions, and $2.07 million in reduced
NOx emissions. In this case, the net benefit
amounts to $91 million per year.

TABLE |.4—ANNUALIZED BENEFITS AND COSTS OF NEW AND AMENDED STANDARDS FOR MHLFS

Discount rate

Primary (low) net
benefits estimate
Million 2012$/year

High net benefits
estimate
Million 2012$/year

Benefits

Operating Cost Savings .........ccccviviiiiiininnnen.

CO, Reduction at ($11.8 case) **
CO- Reduction at ($39.7/t case) ** ....
CO, Reduction at ($61.2/t case) **

CO- Reduction at ($117.0/t case) ** ......ccccoeuenee.

NOx Reduction at ($2639/ton) **

Total Benefitst .....vvvvvveeveiriiiiiieiiiieiennns

135 to 264

Net Benefits

7% plus CO, range ...
7%
3%
3% plus CO, range ...

54 to 184
87

120

87 to 216

64 to 171

*This table presents the annualized costs and benefits associated with fixtures shipped in 2017-2046. These results include benefits to con-

sumers which accrue after 2046 from the fixtures purchased from 2017—2046. The results account for the incremental variable and fixed costs in-
curred by manufacturers due to the standard, some of which may be incurred in preparation for the rule. The Primary (Low) and High Benefits
Estimates utilize projections of energy prices from the AEO2013 Reference case and High Estimate, respectively. The Primary (Low) and High
Benefits Estimates are also based on projected fixture shipments in the Low Shipments, Roll-up and High Shipments, Roll-up scenarios, respec-
tively. In addition, the Primary (Low) estimate uses incremental equipment costs that assume fixed equipment prices throughout the analysis pe-
riod. The High estimate uses incremental equipment costs that reflect a declining trend for equipment prices, using AEO price trends (deflators).
The methods used to derive projected price trends are explained in section V.F.1.

**The CO, values represent global monetized values of the SCC, in 2012$, in 2015 under several scenarios of the updated SCC values. The
first three cases use the averages of SCC distributions calculated using 5-percent, 3-percent, and 2.5-percent discount rates, respectively. The
fourth case represents the 95th percentile of the SCC distribution calculated using a 3-percent discount rate. The SCC time series used by DOE
incorporate an escalation factor. The value for NOx is the average of the low and high values used in DOE’s analysis.

1 Total Benefits for both the 3-percent and 7-percent cases are derived using the series corresponding to average SCC with 3-percent dis-
count rate. In the rows labeled “7% plus CO, range” and “3% plus CO, range,” the operating cost and NOx benefits are calculated using the la-
beled discount rate, and those values are added to the full range of CO- values.

D. Conclusion

Based on the analyses culminating in this
final rule, DOE found the benefits to the

9DOE used a two-step calculation process to
convert the time-series of costs and benefits into
annualized values. First, DOE calculated a present
value in 2013, the year used for discounting the
NPV of total customer costs and savings, for the
time-series of costs and benefits using discount

nation of the standards (energy savings,
customer LCC savings, positive NPV of
customer benefit, and emission reductions)

rates of 3 and 7 percent for all costs and benefits
except for the value of CO; reductions. For the
latter, DOE used a range of discount rates, as shown
in Table I.3. From the present value, DOE then
calculated the fixed annual payment over a 30-year
period (2017 through 2046) that yields the same

outweigh the burdens (loss of INPV and LCC
increases for some users of this equipment).
DOE has concluded that the standards in

present value. The fixed annual payment is the
annualized value. Although DOE calculated
annualized values, this does not imply that the
time-series of cost and benefits from which the
annualized values were determined is a steady
stream of payments.
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today’s final rule represent the maximum
improvement in energy efficiency that is
technologically feasible and economically
justified, and would result in significant
conservation of energy.

II. Introduction

The following section briefly discusses the
statutory authority underlying today’s final
rule, as well as some of the relevant historical
background related to the establishment of
standards for MHLFs.

A. Authority

Title III, Part B 10 of the Energy Policy and
Conservation Act of 1975 (EPCA or the Act),
Public Law 94-163 (42 U.S.C. 6291-6309, as
codified) established the Energy
Conservation Program for Consumer Products
Other Than Automobiles, a program covering
most major household appliances
(collectively referred to as “covered
equipment”),11 which includes the types of
MHLFs that are the subject of this
rulemaking. (42 U.S.C. 6292(a)(19)) EPCA, as
amended by the Energy Independence and
Security Act of 2007 (EISA 2007) prescribes
energy conservation standards for this
equipment (42 U.S.C. 6295(hh)(1)), and
directs DOE to conduct a rulemaking to
determine whether to amend these standards.
(42 U.S.C. 6295(hh)(2)(A)) DOE notes that
under 42 U.S.C. 6295(hh)(3)(A), the agency
must conduct a second review of energy
conservation standards for MHLFs and
publish a final rule no later than January 1,
2019.

Pursuant to EPCA, DOE’s energy
conservation program for covered equipment
consists essentially of four parts: (1) Testing;
(2) labeling; (3) the establishment of federal
energy conservation standards; and (4)
certification and enforcement procedures.
The Federal Trade Commission (FTC) is
primarily responsible for labeling, and DOE
implements the remainder of the program.
Subject to certain criteria and conditions,
DOE is required to develop test procedures
to measure the energy efficiency, energy use,
or estimated annual operating cost of covered
equipment. (42 U.S.C. 6293) Manufacturers
of covered equipment must use the
prescribed DOE test procedure as the basis
for certifying to DOE that their equipment
complies with the applicable energy
conservation standards adopted under EPCA
and when making representations to the
public regarding the energy use or efficiency
of that equipment. (42 U.S.C. 6293(c) and
6295(s)) Similarly, DOE must use these test
procedures to determine whether the
equipment complies with standards adopted
pursuant to EPCA. Id. DOE test procedures
for MHLF's currently appear at title 10 of the
Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) section
431.324.

DOE must follow specific statutory criteria
for prescribing new or amended standards for
covered equipment. As indicated above, any
new or amended standard for covered

10 For editorial reasons, upon codification in the
U.S. Code, Part B was redesignated Part A.

11 All references to EPCA in this document refer
to the statute as amended through the American
Energy Manufacturing Technical Corrections Act
(AEMTCA), Public Law 112-210 (Dec. 18, 2012).

equipment must be designed to achieve the
maximum improvement in energy efficiency
that is technologically feasible and
economically justified. (42 U.S.C.
6295(0)(2)(A)) Furthermore, DOE may not
adopt any standard that would not result in
the significant conservation of energy. (42
U.S.C. 6295(0)(3)) Moreover, DOE may not
prescribe a standard: (1) For certain
equipment, including MHLFs, if no test
procedure has been established for the
equipment, or (2) if DOE determines by rule
that the new or amended standard is not
technologically feasible or economically
justified. (42 U.S.C. 6295(0)(3)(A)—(B)) In
deciding whether a new or amended
standard is economically justified, DOE must
determine whether the benefits of the
standard exceed its burdens. (42 U.S.C.
6295(0)(2)(B)(i)) DOE must make this
determination after receiving comments on
the proposed standard, and by considering,
to the greatest extent practicable, the
following seven factors:

1. The economic impact of the standard on
manufacturers and customers of the
equipment subject to the standard;

2. The savings in operating costs
throughout the estimated average life of the
covered equipment in the type (or class)
compared to any increase in the price, initial
charges, or maintenance expenses for the
covered equipment that are likely to result
from the imposition of the standard;

3. The total projected amount of energy, or
as applicable, water, savings likely to result
directly from the imposition of the standard;

4. Any lessening of the utility or the
performance of the covered equipment likely
to result from the imposition of the standard;

5. The impact of any lessening of
competition, as determined in writing by the
Attorney General, that is likely to result from
the imposition of the standard;

6. The need for national energy and water
conservation; and

7. Other factors the Secretary of Energy
(Secretary) considers relevant.

(42 U.S.C. 6295(0)(2)(B){1)(D—(VID)

EPCA, as codified, also contains what is
known as an “anti-backsliding” provision,
which prevents the Secretary from
prescribing any new or amended standard
that either increases the maximum allowable
energy use or decreases the minimum
required energy efficiency of covered
equipment. (42 U.S.C. 6295(0)(1)) Also, the
Secretary may not prescribe an amended or
new standard if interested persons have
established by a preponderance of the
evidence that the standard is likely to result
in the unavailability in the United States of
any covered equipment type (or class) of
performance characteristics (including
reliability), features, sizes, capacities, and
volumes that are substantially the same as

those generally available in the United States.

(42 U.S.C. 6295(0)(4))

Further, EPCA, as codified, establishes a
rebuttable presumption that a standard is
economically justified if the Secretary finds
that the additional cost to the customer of
purchasing equipment complying with an
energy conservation standard level will be
less than three times the value of the energy
savings during the first year that the

customer will receive as a result of the
standard, as calculated under the applicable
test procedure. See 42 U.S.C.
6295(0)(2)(B)(iii).

Additionally, 42 U.S.C. 6295(q)(1) specifies
requirements when promulgating a standard
for a type or class of covered equipment that
has two or more subcategories. DOE must
specify a different standard level than that
which applies generally to such type or class
of equipment for any group of covered
equipment that has the same function or
intended use if DOE determines that
equipment within such group (A) consumes
a different kind of energy from that
consumed by other covered equipment
within such type (or class); or (B) has a
capacity or other performance-related feature
that other equipment within such type (or
class) does not have and such feature justifies
a higher or lower standard. (42 U.S.C.
6295(q)(1)) In determining whether a
performance-related feature justifies a
different standard for a group of equipment,
DOE must consider such factors as the utility
to the customer of such a feature and other
factors DOE deems appropriate. Id. Any rule
prescribing such a standard must include an
explanation of the basis on which such
higher or lower level was established. (42
U.S.C. 6295(q)(2))

Federal energy conservation requirements
generally supersede state laws or regulations
concerning energy conservation testing,
labeling, and standards. (42 U.S.C. 6297(a)-
(c)) DOE may, however, grant waivers of
federal preemption for particular state laws
or regulations, in accordance with the
procedures and other provisions set forth
under 42 U.S.C. 6297(d)).

Finally, pursuant to the amendments
contained in section 310(3) of EISA 2007, any
final rule for new or amended energy
conservation standards promulgated after
July 1, 2010, are required to address standby
mode and off mode energy use. (42 U.S.C.
6295(gg)(3)) Specifically, when DOE adopts a
standard for covered equipment after that
date, it must, if justified by the criteria for
adoption of standards under EPCA (42 U.S.C.
6295(0)), incorporate standby mode and off
mode energy use into the standard, or, if that
is not feasible, adopt a separate standard for
such energy use for that equipment. (42
U.S.C. 6295(gg)(3)(A)—(B)) DOE’s current test
pr