
 

1919 M STREET NW |FLOOR EIGHT | WASHINGTON DC 20036| TEL 202 730 1300 | FAX 202 730 1301 | HWGLAW.COM 
 

July 27, 2022 

MEMORANDUM OF EX PARTE COMMUNICATION 

Docket: Energy Conservation Standards for Room Air Conditioners, Doc. No. EERE-2014-BT-
STD-0059-0031, RIN 1904-AD97, 87 Fed. Reg. 20608 (proposed Apr. 7, 2022). 

Meeting Date: July 20, 2022 

Attendees: Scott Blake Harris, Stephanie Weiner, and Helen Marie Berg (Harris, Wiltshire & 
Grannis LLP), and Lionel Lopez and Geethu Vasudevan (Friedrich Air Conditioning Co.) on 
behalf of Friedrich Air Conditioning Co.; and Alexandra Klass (Deputy General Counsel for 
Energy Efficiency and Clean Energy Demonstrations), Ashley Armstrong (Senior Advisor for 
the Office of Energy Efficiency and Renewable Energy), and Sarah Butler (Deputy Assistant 
General Counsel for Energy Efficiency) on behalf of the Department of Energy.  

Meeting Summary:  

In proposing efficiency standards for room air conditioners (RACs), the Department must be 
mindful of unintended consequences and—of course—ensure those standards are economically 
justified and technologically feasible, as required by the statute.  During the meeting, Friedrich 
raised four significant concerns with the proposed RAC standard. 

First, Friedrich reiterated its concerns that the proposed standards will increase the cost of RACs 
in ways that will disproportionately impact low-income and Black and Latino consumers in 
direct contradiction to the Biden Administration’s and the Department’s commitment to energy 
justice and mitigating the disparate impact of climate change.  The increase of 47% in the 
minimum efficiency levels would require an increase in heat exchanger size, variable speed 
compressor, and inverter controls—all of which would add significant cost to the existing 
product.  Because lower income families rely on RACs at a higher rate than higher income 
families, an increase in the cost of RACs will have a greater effect on poor people.  With the 
number of extreme heat events ever growing, being priced out of a previously affordable cooling 
solution can have devastating consequences.  The Department cannot avoid this problem by 
assuming that landlords will provide air conditioners for low-income renters when no state (and 
only a few localities) require landlords to provide air conditioning at the outset of a tenancy.  
Indeed, the logical assumption is that if the machines are more expensive, even fewer landlords 
will provide RACs to new tenants. 

Second, Friedrich raised concerns that the proposed 47% increase in energy efficiency will 
require significant increases in the size of RACs, which will be particularly problematic for 
purchasers of the largest RACs.  All RACs, but especially large RACs, have unique space 
constraints; the size of the RAC’s components is limited by the size of the chassis that must fit in 
a pre-set window or wall space.  As the only manufacturer that makes RACs larger than 28,300 
Btu/hr, Friedrich is a leader in the large RAC market and knows that many of these large RACs 
are sold to schools and similar institutions in old buildings that cannot install central air 
conditioning.  We estimate there are over 100,000 large RACs installed in many large public 
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school systems such as New York City, Houston, and Miami.  To meet the proposed efficiency 
standards, Friedrich will have to increase the chassis size or discontinue these models.  
Customers of large RACs will either be left without a product to meet their needs or knock out 
windows and walls to accommodate the larger units.  Neither result is acceptable.  Friedrich also 
noted that the Department did not consider this additional cost to consumers in its LCC analysis.  

Third, Friedrich noted that the Department’s suggestions of technological solutions to avoid the 
increase in size and weight resulting from the proposed standards will not work.  Similarly, 
Friedrich raised concerns that it has been unable to achieve the compressor efficiency relied on 
by the Department for the proposed standard.  Notably, Friedrich cannot find anywhere in the 
market the single speed compressor referred to in the Technical Support Document, the 
efficiency of which is used to justify the EL2 levels for products classes 1 and 2. The EL2 levels 
were justified based off using the most efficient Single Speed compressor (12.7 EER) 
purportedly available in the market.  Friedrich was unable to find any single speed compressor 
rated at ASHRAE test conditions that had efficiencies of 12.7 EER.  Appendix A lists snapshots 
of catalogue data (R32 Single speed and Variable speed compressor) from two major compressor 
suppliers.  None are rated at levels that would justify the efficiency levels in DOE’s proposal.  
Friedrich has also been unable to locate a variable speed compressor whose ratings meet the EL3 
levels.  Friedrich understands that some of the compressors the Department tested may have 
achieved a higher efficiency than reflected by their ratings.  Friedrich, however, has not been 
able to replicate that performance in the testing it has carried out.  And the Department cannot 
rely on nonpublic testing information to support a new energy efficiency standard.  

Finally, Friedrich raised concerns that the LCC calculation in the proposed rule fails to take two 
major considerations into account.  First, the Department’s dependence on heat load modeling 
instead of actual consumer use modeling overstates consumer usage.  Because RACs tend to be 
turned on when a room is occupied, actual consumer use modeling is key for LCC accuracy.  
Second, variable speed compressors are more complex than a single speed compressor and 
therefore more expensive to repair.  The Department did not consider this increase in repair costs 
when generating the LCC calculation.  

As discussed in its comments, Friedrich supports the standards proposed by AHAM in this 
proceeding, which would address its concerns with the Department’s proposal.   

 

Submitted By:  

 

Scott Blake Harris  
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Appendix – A 

Supplier A – EER of R32 Single Speed Compressors. Cells shaded “Yellow” indicate EER’s at 
ASHRAE/T Condition. 

 

Supplier A – EER of R32 Variable Speed Compressors (Inverter). Cells shaded “Yellow” 
Indicate COP/EER at ASHRAE/ 
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Supplier B - EER of R32 Single Speed Compressors. Cells shaded “Yellow” indicate 
COP/EER’s at ARI Condition. 

   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


