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Introduction

ACEEE  is a non-profit organization dedicated to increasing energy efficiency as a means for both
promoting economic prosperity and protecting the environment.  We were founded in 1980 and have
contributed in key ways to energy legislation adopted during the past 20 years, including the Energy Policy
Act of 1992 and the National Appliance Energy Conservation Act of 1987.  I appreciate the opportunity
to appear before this Committee.  Specifically I have been asked to discuss the federal appliance and
equipment standards program.  

The Federal Standards Program

Federal appliance and equipment efficiency standards were signed into law by President Reagan
in 1987 and expanded under President Reagan in 1988 and President Bush in 1992.  Minimum efficiency
standards were adopted in order to address market failures, replace a patchwork of state standards, save
consumers money, and reduce energy use and peak electrical demand.   Among the market failures
addressed by standards are lack of consumer awareness, rush purchases when an existing appliance breaks
down, and purchases by builders and landlords who do not pay appliance operating costs and hence have
no financial incentive to value efficiency.  Standards remove inefficient products from the market but still
leave consumers with a full range of products and features to choose among. Since adoption, standards
have sharply cut the energy use of major energy using appliances and equipment while not interfering with
manufacturers’ ability to offer excellent performance and a wide array of features.  For example, the typical
refrigerator manufactured today uses less than half the energy of an average 1987 model, but is bigger and
offers more features.  

Appliance and equipment standards are clearly one of the federal government’s most effective
energy-saving programs.  In 2000, standards on refrigerators and many other products reduced U.S.
electricity use by 2.5% and total U.S. energy use by 1.3%, including displacing the need for 70,300 MW
of generating capacity (the equivalent of 234 power plants, 300 MW each).  These standards reduced
consumer energy bills in 2000 by approximately $9 billion with energy bill savings far exceeding any
increase in product cost.   Consumer energy bill savings to date total about $50 billion with a typical
benefit-cost ratio of more than 3:1.  By 2020, standards already enacted will save 4.3 quads per year
(3.5% of projected U.S. energy use), and reduce peak electric demand by 120,000 MW (more than a
10% reduction).1   

Appliance Standards in the Administration Energy Plan

The Bush/Cheney National Energy Policy devotes half-page to the federal standards program
and notes that these “standards will stimulate energy savings that benefit the consumer, and reduce fossil
fuel consumption, thus reducing air emissions.”  The Plan then recommends that the Secretary of Energy:
(1) “support [the] appliance standards program for covered products, setting higher standards where
technologically feasible and economically justified;” and (2) “expand the scope of the appliance standard
program, setting standards for additional appliances where technologically feasible and economically
justified.” 

Summary of ACEEE Recommendations

In order to provide additional cost-effective savings under this program, we recommend three
actions:
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1. Congress should enact new efficiency standards for products now or soon to be covered by state
efficiency standards and by several voluntary standards programs. 

2. The Bush Administration should permit  a SEER 13 efficiency standard for residential central air
conditioners and heat pumps to proceed. 

3. DOE, with adequate funding and encouragement from the Congress, should complete
Congressionally-mandated rulemakings in a timely manner. 

In the balance of this testimony I will elaborate on these three recommendations.

Opportunities for New Products to Cover Under the Standards Program

The most recent federal legislation on standards, the Energy Policy Act, was passed in 1992.
Since then there have been many technical and programmatic developments that make it possible and
desirable to extend the federal standards program to additional products.  These developments include
work on new standards by several states, development of Energy Star specifications for many efficient
products, and additional research on the amount of energy used for different energy end-uses.  In particular,
for the past year, the California Energy Commission (CEC) has undertaken a rulemaking to develop new
standards for several products not currently covered by the federal standards program.

Based on the work of the CEC and others, we recommend that the federal standards program
be extended to cover eleven additional products.  These products fall into two general categories: (1) eight
products for which sufficient technical information is available for Congress to enact specific new standards;
and (2) three products for which the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) needs to conduct additional
research before specific standards can be set.  In our opinion, where possible, Congressional action is
preferable to DOE action, since a DOE rulemaking takes at least three years, and often far longer (DOE
is still working on several rulemakings called for in the 1992 Energy Policy Act).  Furthermore, for the
majority of the standards in both categories, Congressional action is needed because under current laws,
DOE is only authorized to extend the standards program to “consumer products” and many of the
opportunities for new standards involve products used by businesses and not consumers.  In the paragraphs
below, I briefly describe the eleven products which should be covered under the standards program.  I list
products in approximate order of likely energy savings.

Torchiere lighting fixtures. Torchieres are portable lighting fixtures that aim light upward and bounce it
off the ceiling to provide indirect lighting.  In recent years they have become ubiquitous in American homes
and apartments due to their high light levels and low purchase price.  However, these products are major
energy hogs, and can be fire hazards as well (more than 400 fires have been traced to halogen torchieres).
The typical product consumes 300 Watts or more of power.  Much more efficient torchieres based on
high-output compact fluorescent designs use less than 100 Watts and provide the same or equal light output
without creating a potential fire hazard.  The simple payback for these more efficient units is typically less
than two years (simple payback is the number of years for operating cost savings to offset the incremental
cost of the efficiency improvements).  The CEC has developed minimum efficiency standards for these
products that cap energy use at 190 Watts and include other important technical details.2  These same
standards should be adopted nationally.

Furnace and heat pump fans.  The efficiency of residential furnaces and heat pumps is covered by current
federal standards, but these standards don’t include the energy consumed by the blower used to circulate
conditioned air around the home.  The typical furnace fan uses 800-1000 kWh per year, but more efficient
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fans now on the market use less than 300 kWh, a saving of more than 60%.3  In high volume mass
production the more efficient fans should cost on the order of $100 more than a conventional fan, resulting
in a simple payback to the homeowner of less than three years.4  Additional technical work is needed to
decide how best to set a fan power limit (i.e., these limits need to take account of the heating capacity and
airflow of the system), so responsibility for setting the standard should be delegated to DOE.

Electronic equipment and power supplies. Many types of electronic equipment used in the home
continuously use small amounts of power, even when they are turned off.   Examples include TVs, VCRs,
microwave ovens, and many rechargeable products.  Aggregated over the many hours in a year and the
number of products in place in a typical home, this “standby” power use amounts to about 5% of electricity
use in a typical home according to analyses by Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory and others.5  More
efficient power supplies and other technical improvements can reduce this standby power use by an
average of about 75% in the vast majority of cases, at a typical cost of no more than a couple of dollars
per product.6  For some of these products, the Energy Star program awards special labels to identify
power-stingy designs.  We recommend that Congress adopt a standby power limit of one watt for all of
these products, but to allow DOE to set looser standards where manufacturers can demonstrate that a one
watt limit is not technically feasible or economically justified.

Commercial unit heaters.  Unit heaters are used in open commercial and industrial spaces to provide
heating.  The typical system has a seasonal efficiency of about 63%, whereas systems with power or
induced-draft burners typically have seasonal efficiencies of about 82%.  The more efficient systems reduce
energy use an average of 23%, and have a simple payback of about two years.7  Due to the impact of
federal standards, residential heating systems now predominantly use power or induced-draft burners and
DOE has just adopted new regulations for commercial furnaces that require similar improvements.8  We
recommend that Congress adopt requirements for unit heaters the same as those just adopted by DOE for
commercial furnaces.

Ceiling fans.  Large “Casablanca style” ceiling fans are used in many homes to circulate air around the
room and help occupants feel more comfortable.  However, most of these fans have inefficient motors and
blade designs, not to mention inefficient lighting systems (many of these fans also include lights).  A major
manufacturer has recently introduced an improved design that reduces energy use by 40%.  The
incremental cost of this efficient model relative to standard models with similar features is about $20,
resulting in a simple payback to the consumer of about 3 ½ years.9  The Energy Star program is launching
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a program this fall for residential ceiling fans that will require better blade/motor designs and more efficient
lighting.10  DOE should be directed to review the new Energy Star specification and set minimum efficiency
standards that build upon this specification.

Distribution transformers.  Distribution transformers are used in many commercial and industrial buildings
to reduce voltage from line voltage to voltages used to power building systems.  These systems are typically
purchased on the basis of first costs, leaving significant opportunities for cost-effective energy savings.  The
National Electrical Manufacturers Association (NEMA) has developed a recommended standard that
reduces the energy losses associated with this equipment by an average of about one-third, with the added
cost of the more efficient equipment paying back in about three years.11  Massachusetts and Minnesota
have adopted the NEMA standard as a mandatory standard and California and New York are now in
similar adoption processes.  DOE was instructed in the Energy Policy Act of 1992 to develop standards
for these products but nine years later this process is still dragging on.  We recommend that Congress adopt
the NEMA standard, thereby saving the time and expense of continuing the DOE rulemaking process.

Vending machines.   Vending machines are primarily purchased by beverage distributors and placed in
a variety of locations at no cost to the property owner.  However, the property owner does pay for the
electricity to operate these machines.  Since the purchaser does not pay operating costs, there is little
incentive to purchase efficient machines and most vending machines are inefficient as a result.  A study by
Arthur D. Little Company for DOE estimated that the energy use of vending machines can be reduced by
44-51% using measures with an average simple payback of 2.4-3.2 years.12  However, there is insufficient
information on the energy use of the full range of machines sold today, so further data collection is needed
before standards can be set.  The CEC is now planning to collect this data.  DOE should be directed to
set new standards based on this data and its own technical and economic analyses.

Commercial refrigerators and freezers.  Federal standards currently cover residential refrigerators and
freezers but do not cover the larger commercial units used in restaurants, hotels, hospitals and other
commercial applications.  Research by Arthur D. Little Company for DOE found that the energy use of
typical commercial refrigerators and freezers can be reduced by 45-55% using improvements with an
average simple payback to the user of just over 2 years.13  The California Energy Commission (CEC) has
developed minimum efficiency standards for these products based on the energy use of the average product
on the market today.14  These same standards should be adopted as national standards.

Traffic lights.  Like exit signs, most traffic lights use incandescent bulbs, but new “light emitting diode”
(LED) are now available that reduce energy use about 90% and have additional maintenance and safety
benefits Unlike incandescent lamps, the LED lights operate for many years without bulb changes, and when
LEDs age, they just get dimmer until they are replaced, avoiding the safety problems that can happen when
a lamp in a traffic light burns out.15  The Energy Star program has established an energy and safety
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performance specification for the more-efficient traffic signals.16  California is in the process of adopting this
specification as a mandatory minimum performance standard.17  A similar standard should be adopted at
the national level.  Such a standard should apply to red and green lights, since these account for the vast
majority of traffic light energy use, and have the most favorable economics (typically simple payback
periods of 1-4 years, depending on the application).18

Exit signs.  Many exit signs use incandescent bulbs (40 Watts is typical), and since they are continuously
illuminated, typically cost around $30 per year to operate.  New exit sign designs use LEDs and consume
on the order of 3 Watts, reducing energy use by more than 90% relative to an incandescent sign.  The
simple payback for using LED signs instead of incandescent signs is generally less than two years.  In
addition, the LED signs do not require periodic bulb changes, resulting in substantial maintenance cost
savings.19  As with traffic lights, there is an Energy Star specification that California is now adopting as a
mandatory state standard.20  A similar national standard should be adopted.

Ice-makers.  Ice-makers are commonly used in hotels, motels, restaurants and hospitals to produce ice
in large quantities.  Ice-makers use a substantial amount of energy in order to freeze water, and then keep
the ice cold.  Products now on the market vary substantially in efficiency, with the most efficient products
typically using about 30% less energy than the least efficient.  Relative to the least efficient machines, the
most efficient ones typically have a simple payback of one year or less.21  The Federal Energy Management
Program (FEMP) has developed a specification that identifies the top performing units on the market today
for each product category (features and size).22  This specification should be adopted as a national
standard.

Energy and economic savings.  My organization, ACEEE, is now completing an analysis of the energy
and economic savings from adopting standards on these products.  Our preliminary results indicate that
these standards will save approximately 73 billion kWh of electricity in 2010 and 164 billion kWh in 2020.
The savings in 2020 amount to about 5% of projected residential and commercial electricity use in that
year, and reduce peak electrical demand by the equivalent of 40-50 power plants (300 MW each).  In
addition, the unit heater standard by itself will reduce commercial building gas consumption by about 3%
in 2020, a remarkable achievement for a product with annual sales of only about 1/4 million units. These
standards will also result in substantial economic savings to consumers and businesses. Our preliminary
analysis indicates that for products purchased through 2020, discounted net benefits (benefits minus costs)
will total about $80 billion, with a benefit-cost ratio of more than 5:1.  Furthermore, as noted in the
Administration National Energy Policy, the energy savings will reduce air pollutant emissions.  We estimate
that these standards will reduce carbon emissions by more than 20 million metric tonnes (MMT) in 2020,
which can be a useful component of U.S. efforts to reduce greenhouse gas emissions.  Standards will also
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result in significant reductions in SO2, NOx, and mercury emissions, thereby helping power companies to
meet new standards that might be set in near-term amendments to the Clean Air Act.

New Standards for Residential Central Air Conditioners and Heat Pumps
 

When Congress passed the National Appliance Energy Conservation Act of 1987, it established
initial efficiency standards for residential central air conditioners and heat pumps and called for DOE to set
revised standards no later than January 1, 1994.  The rulemaking formally began in September 1993 and
a final rule was published in January 2001 in the closing days of the Clinton Administration.  This final rule
was the result of more than seven years of effort, but was seven years behind schedule.  In our opinion,
while this rule fell short in several respects,23 it was a reasonable one.  This rule established a new minimum
efficiency standard of SEER 13, effective January 2006 (SEER is the Seasonal Energy Efficiency Ratio,
a measure of average unit efficiency over the full cooling season).  There are now more than 600 distinct
models on the market that meet this standard, including models from most manufacturers.  We estimate that
a SEER 13 standard will cost the consumer an average of about $170,24 but that the more efficient models
will reduce electricity bills by an average of about $50 per year, resulting in a simple payback to the
consumer of about 3 ½ years.  Furthermore, this rule is an important part of efforts to avert future electric
reliability problems.  This rule will reduce peak electric demand by about 57,000 MW over the next three
decades, averting the need for about 190 new 300-MW power plants.25

Unfortunately, in April 2001, the Administration announced that it will soon propose rolling back
the standard from SEER 13 to SEER 12.26  We believe this action is misguided and may well be illegal.
This action is misguided because it will substantially reduce the energy, peak demand, and economic
savings achieved by the new standard.  This decision is also misguided because it relies on several
unreasonable analysis assumptions, assumptions which need to be corrected if DOE is going to proceed
with a new rule.  This decision is probably illegal because  it ignores a Congressional directive in NAECA
as well as several Court decisions.  

The difference in energy, peak demand and financial savings between SEER 12 and SEER 13 is
very substantial.  According to analyses by ACEEE, relative to a SEER 12 standard, a SEER 13 standard
will:

• Reduce peak demand by 13,000 MW by 2020 and 18,000 MW by 2030, the equivalent of 43
and 60 new power plants respectively (300 MW each);

• Increase energy savings by 45% or more;
• Reduce consumer electric bills by more than $18 billion over the next 30 years;
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• Have a typical simple payback period to the consumer of less than four years.27

DOE estimates that a SEER 13 split air conditioner will cost the average consumer $122 more than a
SEER 12 unit, which is 5% more than a SEER 12 unit.  While we believe that DOE has overestimated the
price increase, even the DOE cost estimate is small relative to the benefits I have just described.

In recent statements before Congress, Administration officials have defended the Administration’s
decision to propose a SEER 12 standard, arguing that this decision was based on analyses by career staff
that showed that low-income consumers would be disadvantaged by a SEER 13 standards, that a SEER
13 standard could increase the use of electric resistance heat, and that a SEER 13 standard would
adversely affect competition.  However, such statements ignore the fact that only 21% of low-income
households have central air conditioners in their homes and the majority of low-income households rent and
do not own their homes.28  Renters will benefit from standards, for without standards most landlords will
purchase a low-price unit for their tenants.  For these and other reasons, many low-income advocacy
organizations support the SEER 13 standard.29  If the Administration is truly concerned about low-income
households, it should set up a program to help low-income households replace their present air conditioners
(recall that the difference between SEER 12 and 13 is only $122) rather than weakening standards for all
American households.  

Similarly, the Administration alleges that the difference in price between a SEER 12 and SEER
13 split heat pump ($188) will cause many households to switch from heat pumps to electric resistance
heat, despite the fact that electric resistance heat will approximately double  heating bills relative to use of
a heat pump (such a doubling will increase average annual heating bills by about $350,30 making for a very
poor return on the first cost savings).

And with regard to competition, concerns about impacts on competition are contained in a
Department of Justice (DoJ) letter, but this letter does not provide an explanation for these concerns nor
does it state how DoJ arrived at its concerns.31  We do know that DoJ staff interviewed many
manufacturers, but DoJ did not to our knowledge interview efficiency advocates, state government officials,
or other interested parties.  Thus, the DoJ process is a “black box” and a potentially biased process.  DoJ
needs a broader and better documented process for its concerns to receive the same weight as other data
in this rulemaking that have been publically-vetted and documented.
  

From material published by DOE, concerns about impacts on manufacturers and competition
primarily relate to the fact that many manufacturers make much of their profits on “high-end” units with extra
features and above average efficiency.  The concern is that a minimum standard at SEER 13 will make it
hard to differentiate a higher efficiency unit for high-end sales.  We disagree for two reasons.  First, with
new compressors, new heat exchangers, and other technical improvements it is possible to produce
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reasonably-priced SEER 14 and SEER 15 units.  For example, just this week Amana announced a full line
of SEER 15 units that use single-speed compressors (single-speed compressors are less expensive than
the multi-speed compressors that many other manufactures use to achieve SEER 15).32  Second, we
believe it is possible for manufacturers to develop and successfully market value-added SEER 13 and
SEER 14 units that perform better in the field than baseline SEER 13 units.  Due to common installation
problems as well as optimization of many air conditioner designs for a single test temperature, many air
conditioners perform at a lower efficiency in the field than in a laboratory.  My organization is now working
with utilities, federal, state and regional organizations, and some manufacturers to develop a voluntary
program to promote “robust” air conditioners that warrant a price premium because they perform better
in the field.33  It is products like these that will allow manufacturers to continue to sell high-end products
and continue to earn the profits they depend on.

Statements by DOE officials also ignore several major errors in the DOE analysis.  First, the DOE
analysis is based on summer 1996 electricity prices, adjusted downward for assumed long-term declines
in electricity prices.  In reality, as wholesale markets and many retail markets have restructured, electricity
pricing is increasingly based on season of use (and often time of use as well).   A December 2000 analysis
of U.S. wholesale electricity prices in 1998-2000 by Synapse Energy Economics found that electricity
prices in the summer afternoons and evenings when air conditioners are primarily used are 2-9  cents per
kWh higher than the 1996 prices used by DOE.34   Second, the DOE analysis is based on today’s
technologies for achieving improved efficiencies.  New technology developments and continuing
productivity improvements will bring these costs down by 2006 when the new standard goes into effect,
just as they substantially reduced the costs of the current SEER 10 standard relative to prior DOE and
industry projections.35  If DOE is going to reassess the central air conditioner standard, it needs to correct
these analysis errors before proceeding.

The Administration’s attempt to roll back the air conditioner standard also ignores clear language
in NAECA that new standards cannot be set that are weaker than previous standards, and several court
decisions that a new Administration faces a high burden of proof before it can roll back final rules of a
previous Administration.  When Congress passed NAECA it was concerned about administrative roll-
backs of standard levels and added a specific provision that “The Secretary may not prescribe any
amended standard which increases the maximum allowable energy use, or decreases the minimum required
energy efficiency of a covered product.”  The Bush Administration’s proposal to roll back the air
conditioner standard violates this provision.   The Bush Administration proposal also is based on very
limited technical arguments, and will probably have trouble getting past the Supreme Court decision that
“an agency changing its course by rescinding a rule is obligated to supply a reasoned basis for the change
beyond that which may be required when an agency does not act in the first instance.”36  Finally, all of the
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actions to date to roll back the standard have been made without any opportunity for public comment,
which appears to be in violation of the Administrative Procedures Act.  Several state attorney generals and
environmental, consumer and low-income advocacy organizations recently brought suit challenging these
actions.37  Given the energy problems facing the U.S., it would be far more productive to put resources into
developing and implementing new policies to save energy, rather than using large amounts of resources to
pursue a legally-questionable action that will increase energy use.

At today’s hearing the President of the Air Conditioning and Refrigeration Institute (ARI) will also
testify.  Based on past ARI statements, in addition to some of the some arguments DOE is making, he is
likely to argue that DOE underestimated the installation costs of meeting a new air conditioner standard,
that a SEER 13 standard would be particularly burdensome in manufactured housing, that a SEER 13
standard would eliminate approximately 85% of current units from the market, and that a SEER 13
standard will raise unemployment.38  In our opinion, most of these allegations are wrong and others are half-
truths.  Specifically:

• DOE’s analysis does consider installation costs.  While some SEER 13 units are significantly larger
than current units, others are not.  For example, Goodman Manufacturing’s SEER 13 units are
only about three inches larger than basic units.  The size of the unit depends on the technologies
that a manufacturer uses to improve efficiency, and some of these technologies do not increase unit
size.  

• DOE’s final rule specifically treats “space constrained products,” such as units for manufactured
housing, as a separate product class.  Required efficiency levels for this special class have yet to
be decided.

• Manufacturers are correct that a substantial majority of current products do not meet the SEER
13 standard.  However, an even higher percentage of then-current products did not meet the
SEER 10 standard when it was enacted and manufacturers had little difficultly meeting that
standard.39

• A SEER 13 standard will increase employment, not reduce it.  According to DOE’s analysis,
employment in the industry will modestly increase since SEER 13 units require more materials and
labor than SEER 10 units.40  An old DOE analysis does find that overall national employment will
modestly decline with a SEER 13 standard due to the impacts of higher air conditioner costs on
consumer purchases,41 but that analysis was based on very high estimates of the extra cost to
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produce SEER 13 units.  DOE has substantially decreased its cost estimates but did not revise the
national employment analysis before publishing the SEER 13 final rule.

Senator Barbara Boxer has introduced a resolution (S.J. Res. 15) calling for Congressional
disapproval of the rule submitted by DOE relating to the postponement of the effective date of central air
conditioner standards under the terms of the Congressional Review Act of 1995.  We thank Senator Boxer
for introducing this resolution and for bringing attention to this important issue.  We recommend that this
Committee should do all it can to encourage the Administration to drop its rollback proposal. 

Revisions to Other Current Standards

Under existing legislation, DOE is supposed to review and revise existing appliance and equipment
efficiency standards every five years.  Unfortunately, DOE is very far behind in this process.  For example,
DOE is just now starting a proceeding to revise the residential furnace standard, a proceeding that under
current legislation should have been completed by Jan. 1, 1994.  Similarly, DOE has not yet started the
revision process for dishwashers, even though that process should have been completed in 1996.  And I
discussed earlier, DOE is still working on a rulemaking for distribution transformers that was originally
called for in the Energy Policy Act of 1992.  There is a need to work through this backlog which will
require improved management at DOE as well as increased annual appropriations.

According to our analysis, if DOE can complete the major scheduled  rules, substantial energy and
financial savings will result.  Our analysis includes development of new standards on commercial air
conditioners, dishwashers, commercial boilers, and reflector lamps over the next few years, and further
revisions to refrigerator, water heater, and residential air conditioner standards in the longer term.  We
estimate that in 2020 these standard revisions can save 53 billion kWh of electricity and 187 trillion Btu’s
of natural gas.  The electricity and gas savings together will reduce consumer energy bills by more than $4
billion annually by 2020.

Under DOE’s appliance standards “Process Improvement Rule” priorities are set in the summer
for rulemakings for the new fiscal year.  With the change in Administration, this annual process is modestly
delayed but is scheduled to begin soon.  We recommend that after this annual process is completed in
September or October, that this Committee schedule an oversite hearing to review DOE plans for
standards rulemakings in 2002, including any new rulemakings that may be called for under comprehensive
energy legislation that will likely be pending at that time.  Such an oversite hearing should explore options
for “picking up the pace” so that rulemakings can be completed in a more timely manner, and perhaps also
with less controversy than some of the recent rulemakings.

Conclusion

Appliance and equipment efficiency standards have been one of the federal government’s most
effective energy-saving policies.  These standards have also provided substantial net economic benefits to
consumers and businesses and contributed to reduced emissions of air pollutants.  It has been nearly a
decade since the scope of the appliance and equipment standards program has changed.  Based on state
and voluntary standards developed over this past decade, Congress should expand the scope of the
standards program to include 11 additional products.  These additional standards will reduce energy use
in the residential and commercial sectors by about 5% in 2020, reduce peak electrical demand by the
equivalent of 40-50 new power plants, and result in net savings to consumers and businesses of more than
$80 billion.  The standards we recommend are primarily based on state and voluntary standards that are
either now in effect or that are expected to be finalized in the next month or so.  These state and voluntary
standards have not been controversial.  Hopefully these same standards can also be adopted at the national
level without controversy.  To the extent issues arise, ACEEE stands ready to provide technical information
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and to negotiate in good faith with affected trade organizations, similar to the role we played prior to the
adoption of standards legislation in 1987, 1988, and 1992. 

With the savings from standards on new products, plus savings from existing standards (including
the SEER 13 air conditioner standard) and from new standards now being considered by DOE, U.S.
electricity use in 2020 will be reduced by more than 10% relative to what use would be without the federal
standards program.  While these savings will not solve U.S. energy problems, they will make a significant
contribution towards bringing U.S. energy supply and demand into better balance, helping our environment,
our economy, and our pocketbooks. 

That concludes my testimony. Thank you for the opportunity to present these views.


