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Executive Summary 
 

Energy Efficiency Alliance (NEEA) uses to increase the market adoption of energy-efficient 

products.  

 

Objective 

NEEA contracted with Cadmus to evaluate the effectiveness of NEEA’s efforts during the 

rulemaking process for the amended federal electric motors standard and the impact of all energy 

efficiency stakeholders on the final rule.  

 

This electric motor standard was unique and would not have been possible without the combined 

efforts and consensus of the energy stakeholders and the manufacturers to craft a joint 

recommendation. In most administrative rulemakings, manufacturers and energy efficiency 

stakeholders have different goals for the outcome.  

 

Finding - NEEA’s Influence: The Motor Coalition, of which NEEA was a key member, heavily 

influenced the rulemaking. The Motor Coalition, formed specifically for the electric motor 

rulemaking, recommended expanding the scope of the standard to cover all motors except 

specifically defined exceptions. It also recommended closing loopholes, simplifying compliance 

details, and accelerating the effective date for compliance from three years to two. The U.S. 

Department of Energy (DOE) subsequently adopted the wording and spirit of the Motor 

Coalition’s recommendations as the framework for the Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (NOPR) 

and the final rule. This was significantly different from DOE’s original proposal, which had called 

only for an efficiency increase above the National Electrical Manufacturers Association (NEMA) 

premium for motor classes already covered under the 2010 electric motors standard. Cadmus 

interviewed seven stakeholders about NEEA’s role in the rulemaking. NEEA provided technical 

expertise to the Motor Coalition, and served as a trusted voice in a negotiation process that has 

been contentious historically.  

 

Finding - Influence of All Energy Efficiency Stakeholders: Cadmus used an expert panel to 

establish what would have happened had the efficiency stakeholders not participated in this 

rulemaking. The panel determined that the efficiency stakeholders, including NEEA, were essential 

contributors to expanding the scope of the rulemaking and accelerating the effective date by one 

year. Cadmus then calculated the share of savings attributable to the energy efficiency stakeholders 

compared to the savings under the counterfactual scenario where DOE would have adopted its 

originally proposed rule (an increase in efficiency of already covered products).  

 

Based on the review provided by the expert panel, we estimated the energy efficiency stakeholders 

received an influence score of 100 percent for the first year of savings (2016). After the first year, 

Cadmus estimated that the stakeholders’ share of savings would be 61 percent. The expansion of 

scope led to significantly greater savings than would have been achieved under DOE’s original 

proposal to increase the efficiency level of already covered products.  
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Conclusions and Recommendations 

The Motor Coalition was very effective in the electric motor rulemaking. Creating a coalition 

represents a best practice whereby stakeholders work toward consensus on common goals that they 

can jointly present to DOE. The Motor Coalition achieved improvements in electric motor savings, 

closed loopholes, simplified compliance, and expedited the effective date of the standard. The 

Motor Coalition overcame DOE’s initial skepticism about expanding the scope of coverage and 

helped pass the legislation that defined electric motors to give DOE the statutory authority to 

regulate the expanded scope. The fact that the stakeholders—both energy efficiency stakeholders 

and manufacturers—reached consensus in their recommendations led to a standard that, at the time 

of the rulemaking, was expected to save more energy than any other efficiency standard and also 

greatly decreased the likelihood that the electric motor standard would end in litigation 

 

 Recommendation: When possible, NEEA should consider working with or creating 

coalitions to craft joint recommendations and encourage DOE to accept the 

recommendations as direct final rules. NEEA should plan for future evaluations by 

collecting as much information as possible and preparing a defensible record of the 

discussions and activities conducted to influence rulemakings. 

 

 Recommendation: As known technologies approach their efficiency limits, NEEA should 

consider approaching all standards comprehensively and examine creative ways to get more 

savings out of standards, such as was achieved by adopting a broader scope in lieu of only 

efficiency increases in the electric motors standard. Advanced motor technologies such as 

variable speed drives can save energy without necessarily increasing the efficiency level of 

the motors, and other technologies will provide similar advances in the coming years.  

 

Evaluating influence in processes involving coalitions poses special challenges. This standard 

adoption process was unique because of the role played by the Motor Coalition, and its 

participation in the process affected the influence assessment. In most typical standard adoption 

proceedings, industry and energy efficiency stakeholders function independently and often take 

opposing positions. In this case, the two groups worked closely together through the Motor 

Coalition and presented joint input to DOE; as a result, this made it challenging to separate out the 

influence of the stakeholders. The evidence and findings of the expert panel indicated that the 

stakeholders’ participation through the Motor Coalition was critical to the outcome, but we 

acknowledge that our influence estimate represents an upper limit for the impact of the 

stakeholders.  

 

 Recommendation: When standards are developed through joint approaches, such as 

industry and energy efficiency stakeholders coalitions, the process of assessing influence 

becomes more demanding. It requires more details about the role of each party and causal 

relationships. As noted above, in these cases NEEA should endeavor to document the 

process, inputs, and effects as completely as possible to create a defensible record. For the 

same reasons, the evaluator should adapt the approach for assessing the contribution of 

energy efficiency stakeholders to ensure that it captures the nuances of the contributions 

made by each party, weighs their relative importance and influence, and evaluates them in a 

systematic framework that distinguishes essential contributions leading to the final 

standard.  
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1. Introduction  
 

Appliance and equipment efficiency standards eliminate less efficient products from the market 

and are an important strategy to increasing the market adoption of energy-efficient products. The 

Northwest Energy Efficiency Alliance (NEEA) works to advance federal appliance and equipment 

standards through its participation in public rulemaking processes implemented by the U.S. 

Department of Energy (DOE). Throughout the various stages of a rulemaking, NEEA’s 

participation involves attending DOE meetings, negotiating with other stakeholders, collecting and 

submitting technical data, and making recommendations to DOE.  

 

As part of its standards advocacy work, NEEA contracted with Cadmus to qualitatively assess 

NEEA’s effectiveness in supporting the establishment of the federal electric motors standard that 

took effect in June 2016 (docket: EERE-2010-BT-STD-0027) and to determine the share of 

savings that should be credited to NEEA and all other energy efficiency stakeholders as a group.1 

This standard amends the Energy Independence and Security Act of 2007 (EISA 2007) standards 

that went into effect in December 2010.2  

1.1 Evaluation Research Objectives 
 

The objectives of this research were these:  

 Qualitatively assess NEEA’s impact on the rulemaking 

 Estimate the share of savings due to the influence of all energy efficiency stakeholders 

 Identify ways NEEA could improve its future support efforts  

 

Cadmus conducted a similar assessment of NEEA’s role in the 2010 small electric motors 

standard rulemaking.3 The small electric motors standard was highly contentious and twice 

litigated after DOE issued the final rule. For its evaluation of the 2010 small electric motors 

standard, Cadmus calculated only the share of savings due to NEEA from its advocacy efforts. In 

comparison, the 2016 electric motors standard had a high level of stakeholder collaboration and 

coalition building, so Cadmus could calculate a share of savings based on the advocacy efforts of 

all energy efficiency stakeholders, not only to NEEA. In both studies, Cadmus relied on an expert 

panel but used different formulas to calculate influence.  

1.2 Department of Energy Rulemaking Process 
 

Federal standards set minimum energy efficiency requirements that new appliances and equipment 

must meet or exceed. The 1975 Energy Policy and Conservation Act (EPCA) gives DOE the 

authority to establish appliance and equipment standards and requires DOE to set standards that are 

                                                 
1 Energy efficiency stakeholderss often include the Appliance Standard Awareness Project (ASAP), the Natural 

Resources Defense Council (NRDC), American Council for an Energy Efficient Economy (ACEEE), the California 

investor-owned utilities (IOUs), and Northwest Energy Efficiency Alliance (NEEA). 
2 Energy Independence and Security Act of 2007. H.R. 6. Public Law 110-140. December 19, 2007. Available online: 

https://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/PLAW-110publ140/pdf/PLAW-110publ140.pdf 
3 Northwest Energy Efficiency Alliance. Assessment of NEEA Influence on 2010 Small Electric Motors Standard. 

Report #E16-331. Prepared by Cadmus. June 3, 2016. Available online: http://neea.org/docs/default-

source/reports/assessment-of-neea-influence-on-2010-small-electric-motors-standard.pdf?sfvrsn=4   

https://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/PLAW-110publ140/pdf/PLAW-110publ140.pdf
http://neea.org/docs/default-source/reports/assessment-of-neea-influence-on-2010-small-electric-motors-standard.pdf?sfvrsn=4
http://neea.org/docs/default-source/reports/assessment-of-neea-influence-on-2010-small-electric-motors-standard.pdf?sfvrsn=4
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“technologically feasible and economically justified” for a variety of residential, commercial, 

plumbing, and other products.4 The authority for the DOE to establish standards for electric motors 

came from the Energy Policy Act of 1992 (EPAct 1992).5 In 2007, Congress passed EISA 2007, 

which required DOE to regularly review and update all standards and test procedures.  

 

Rulemaking is a public process. The DOE considers transparency essential, and it encourages 

stakeholders to participate in rulemaking. Typical stakeholders include manufacturers, trade 

associations, utilities, energy efficiency stakeholders, and the general public. Stakeholders provide 

key areas of technical support, such as market and technology assessment, engineering analysis, 

life-cycle cost and payback period analysis, national impact analysis, and manufacturer impact 

analysis. 

 

DOE creates standards through either an administrative rulemaking or a negotiated rulemaking that 

leads to a direct final rule. Administrative rulemaking involves four phases: 

 Framework Phase: DOE writes and publishes a framework document that presents the 

basic analytical and procedural principles and legal authority that will guide rulemaking. 

The framework document also solicits feedback from stakeholders on specific questions. 

 Preliminary Analysis Phase: DOE gathers information about the product's technical, 

economic, and market characteristics and makes preliminary determinations concerning 

methods for improving efficiencies and the impacts of doing so. DOE then publishes this 

analysis and solicits public input. 

 Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (NOPR) Phase: DOE considers public input from the 

preliminary analysis phase, revises its analysis, and proposes an efficiency level that it has 

determined would result in the maximum improvement in energy efficiency that is both 

technologically feasible and economically justified. After revising its analysis and 

proposing an efficiency level, DOE again solicits public input on the standard.  

 Final Rule Phase: DOE considers public input from the NOPR phase, further revises its 

analysis, and issues the final rule, which establishes a mandatory minimum energy 

conservation standard. Manufacturers must comply with the new standard either five years 

from the previous standard’s effective date or three years after the release of the final rule, 

whichever is later.  

 

EISA 2007 modified EPCA to authorize DOE to conduct a negotiated rulemaking and to issue a 

direct final rule when DOE receives a joint recommendation submitted by stakeholders, including 

manufacturers, states, and efficiency stakeholders, representing all sides of a standard. In the 

negotiated rulemaking process, an NOPR is released simultaneously with the direct final rule, and 

then a 110-day public comment period begins. Comments that oppose the direct final rule must be 

addressed within 120 days, and the Secretary of Energy decides if the rule should be withdrawn 

and sent through the administrative rulemaking process or if it should proceed as a direct final rule. 

DOE modified the negotiated rulemaking process again in 2010 by establishing a standing 

committee (Appliance Standards and Rulemaking Federal Advisory Committee or ASRAC) to get 

                                                 
4 Energy Policy and Conservation Act. Public Law 94-163, as amended. [As amended through P.L. 113-67, enacted 

December 26, 2013. Available online: http://legcounsel.house.gov/Comps/EPCA.pdf  
5 Energy Policy Act of 1992. H.R. 776. Available online: https://www.congress.gov/bill/102nd-congress/house-

bill/776 

http://legcounsel.house.gov/Comps/EPCA.pdf
https://www.congress.gov/bill/102nd-congress/house-bill/776
https://www.congress.gov/bill/102nd-congress/house-bill/776
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consensus from all of the stakeholders. Unlike an administrative rulemaking, the information 

gathered during the negotiated rulemaking process is confidential.6  

 

For the 2016 electric motors rule, DOE conducted an administrative rulemaking, although this 

rulemaking had components of a negotiated rulemaking including a joint recommendation and 

consensus by committee. Since 2013, the ASRAC has convened for negotiated rulemakings for 

eleven federal efficiency standards.7  

1.3 NEEA’s Efficiency Standard Advocacy Efforts 
 

NEEA stakeholders for codes and standards at different levels. NEEA’s Senior Codes and 

Standards Engineer said its involvement in the rulemaking process falls into one of three 

categories, depending on NEEA’s knowledge and expertise about the specific product:  

 NEEA is not an expert on the technology or test procedure: NEEA may participate in 

conversations or meetings with other efficiency stakeholders and offer opinions about the 

rulemaking, but its formal involvement is typically limited to participating as a signatory on 

comment letters to DOE as part of a coalition of stakeholders. This coalition of energy 

efficiency stakeholders often includes the Appliance Standard Awareness Project (ASAP), 

the Natural Resources Defense Council (NRDC), American Council for an Energy Efficient 

Economy (ACEEE), and the California investor-owned utilities (IOUs). ASAP is usually 

the primary author, which drafts the comment letter then seeks feedback and edits from the 

larger group of stakeholders. According to the Senior Codes and Standards Engineer, some 

stakeholders, such as the California IOUs and the NRDC, typically choose to draft their 

own comments. 

 NEEA is knowledgeable about the technology or test procedure: If NEEA has access to 

data on the specific technology or market (e.g., field data, original analyses, or reports), it 

may provide data to the energy efficiency stakeholders coalition (frequently headed by 

ASAP). NEEA may also synthesize, review, and critique others’ research, data sources, or 

analysis. In some cases, NEEA’s perspective does not completely align with the broader 

group of energy efficiency stakeholders, so NEEA will draft its own comments on the 

proposed standard. NEEA may also solicit feedback from other stakeholders, such as the 

Northwest Power Conservation Council (NWPCC), which may make additions and edits 

and sign as a second representative from the Pacific Northwest.  

 NEEA is an expert on the technology or test procedure: NEEA staff members include 

experts on the proposed technology or standard, and NEEA is the most technically 

knowledgeable and experienced member of the energy stakeholder coalition. NEEA leads 

the development and drafting of comment letters to DOE, and the coalition of stakeholders 

(which could include ASAP, the NRDC, and ACEEE) may review, comment, and sign the 

formal comment letter.  

 

                                                 
6 U.S. Department of Energy. “US Department of Energy’s Regulatory Negotiations Convening on Commercial 

Certification for Heating, Ventilating, Air-Conditioning, and Refrigeration Equipment Public Information for 

Convening Interviews.” n.d. Available online: 

http://energy.gov/sites/prod/files/2013/12/f5/reg_neg_on_ac_confidentiality.pdf  
7 Circulator Pumps, Dedicated Pool Pumps, Walk-in Coolers and Freezers, Central Air Conditioners and Heat Pumps, 

Miscellaneous Refrigeration Products, Fans and Blowers, Commercial Package Air Conditioners and Heat Pumps and 

Commercial Warm Air Furnaces, Regional Enforcement Standards, Manufactured Housing, Commercial/Industrial 

Pumps, Commercial HVAC, Water Heating, and Refrigeration Certification.  

http://energy.gov/sites/prod/files/2013/12/f5/reg_neg_on_ac_confidentiality.pdf
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NEEA’s Senior Codes and Standard Engineer said that NEEA’s contribution to this rulemaking for 

the electric motors standard fell into the second category, “knowledgeable.”  

 

A major stakeholder in this rulemaking was the Motor Coalition, in which NEEA was an important 

member. Other members of the Motor Coalition included the manufacturing association NEMA, 

ACEEE, ASAP, Alliance to Save Energy, Earthjustice, NRDC, Northeast Energy Efficiency 

Partnerships (NEEP), and NWPCC. As part of the Motor Coalition, NEEA contributed technical 

expertise, attended stakeholder and public meetings, co-authored a proposed joint recommendation 

to DOE, wrote support comments, and communicated with other stakeholders informally during 

negotiations and document drafting.  

2. Methodology  

2.1 Document Review 
 

Administrative rulemakings create a paper trail of publicly available documents and informal 

records of conversations and private meetings. These documents provide the basis for 

understanding the negotiations and work that go into developing a standard. To guide its document 

review and interviews for the electric motors standard, Cadmus relied on NEEA’s logic model. 

NEEA develops logic models to establish the theory underlying its initiative and to support its 

efforts. The logic model for NEEA’s codes and standards initiative presents the common barriers 

faced in the standards development process and illustrates NEEA’s approach to removing those 

barriers. It also identifies the measurable outcomes expected to result from the activities. (See 

Appendix A. NEEA Standards Rulemaking Process Logic Model.)  

 

For this study, Cadmus reviewed these key documents: 

 The docket (Docket ID: EERE-2010-BT-STD-0027):8  

o Framework document 

o NOPR 

o Final rule 

o Presentations made in public meetings 

o Public meeting transcripts 

o Request for information 

o Analyses 

o Comments submitted to DOE 

o DOE responses to comments 

 The petition by the Motor Coalition 

o Draft copies of the petition with comments and tracked changes 

 Emails between members of the Motor Coalition 

 Presentations made by members of the Motor Coalition to other stakeholders 

 Meeting notes from Motor Coalition meetings  

 NEEA logic model 

 

                                                 
8 U.S. Department of Energy. Energy Efficiency and Renewable Energy Office. “Energy Conservation Standards for 

Electric Motors.” CFR Citation: 10 CFR 431.25. RIN: 1904-AC28. 2014. Available online: 

https://www.regulations.gov/docket?D=EERE-2010-BT-STD-0027 

https://www.regulations.gov/docket?D=EERE-2010-BT-STD-0027
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Cadmus used these documents to: 

 Develop a list of stakeholders involved in the rulemaking process  

 Understand the roles of stakeholders 

 Identify important issues during the rulemaking process 

 Determine the challenges NEEA and other stakeholders faced during rulemaking 

 Determine stakeholders’ influence on energy savings 

2.2 Interviews 
 

Cadmus conducted in-depth interviews with one NEEA staff member and seven stakeholders to 

understand NEEA’s role in the rulemaking process and to get a complete picture of the 

involvement of all energy efficiency stakeholders. For more information, see 
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Appendix B: NEEA Interview Guides.   

 

2.2.1 Interview with NEEA 
 

Cadmus interviewed NEEA’s Senior Codes and Standards Engineer, the primary NEEA staff 

member involved in this rulemaking process. During this interview, NEEA also confirmed the 

involvement of the stakeholders Cadmus planned to contact for interviews. 

 

2.2.2 Stakeholder Interviews 
 

From the document review and the interview with the NEEA engineer, Cadmus identified sixteen 

stakeholders with significant roles in the rulemaking process. Cadmus contacted these stakeholders 

by email requesting an interview. Nine stakeholders responded, but two of these ultimately 

declined to be interviewed. Cadmus completed seven phone interviews, six with members of the 

Motor Coalition, and one from a test laboratory. All seven stakeholders had in-depth knowledge of 

the rulemaking process for the electric motors standard and had participated in multiple other 

rulemakings, including rulemaking for the small electric motors in 2010.  

 

These interviews explored the events that led to adoption of the standard and provided insight into 

the development of the Motor Coalition, NEEA’s role in the public and private negotiations, and 

the impact of the energy efficiency stakeholders on the final standard. Table 1 lists interviewees’ 

roles, organizations, and titles at the time of the rulemaking.  

 
Table 1. Stakeholder Interviews 

Role Organization Interviewee Titles 

Energy Efficiency 

Stakeholders 
ACEEE Associate director for research 

Energy Efficiency 

Stakeholders 
ASAP Executive director 

Test Laboratory Advanced Energy Program manager, technical lead 

Manufacturer Baldor Senior manager for industry affairs 

Manufacturer NEMA Industry director for industrial products and systems 

Manufacturer Nidec 
Government affairs and chair of energy management 

committee 

Manufacturer WEG Electric Project manager for motors 

Total    7 interviews 
Notes: Job titles are the same as the job title held during rulemaking. The interviewee from Advanced Energy was not a 

member of the Motor Coalition. 

2.3 Expert Panel 
 

Cadmus convened an expert panel of four internal staff to determine the impact of the energy 

efficiency stakeholders on the final standard that DOE adopted. On the panel were two Cadmus 

codes and standards experts and two Cadmus motors experts. Cadmus asked the panel to determine 

the most likely counterfactual scenario had the energy efficiency stakeholders (e.g., NEEA, ASAP, 

ACEEE) not participated in the rulemaking. As part of defining the counterfactual, the panel was 

asked to consider the stakeholders’ impact on the timing of the rulemaking and effective date, the 

scope of products regulated, and the level of efficiency of these products.  

 

As part of its deliberations, the panel reviewed: 
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 A summary of the activities that took place during the rulemaking (including documented 

stakeholder activity from the framework phase through the final rule phase)  

 A summary of important issues and difficulties stakeholders raised (as presented in the 

public record and in Cadmus’ interviews) 

 Other relevant information to help the panel understand the context for discussions and 

negotiations (e.g., the small electric motors rulemaking resulting lawsuit and appeal, other 

rulemakings that ended in litigation) 

 

Cadmus asked the panel to come to a consensus on the counterfactual scenario to be used to 

estimate the share of savings due to the influence of to the energy efficiency stakeholders.  

2.4 Share of Savings Calculations 
 

Cadmus’ previous influence assessments (for NEEA and other clients) have relied on an expert 

panel to use its judgment to generate an influence score. For this study, Cadmus applied an 

innovative approach by asking the panel to determine the counterfactual scenario rather than to 

estimate the share of savings directly due to energy efficiency advocacy efforts. (This is analogous 

to typical self-report approaches used in evaluating net-to-gross ratios for rebate programs where 

the participant is asked what product he or she would have installed in the absence of program 

intervention.) For the expert panel, an advantage of this approach was that it might be easier to 

describe the counterfactual scenario instead of having to estimate influence directly.  

 

After the panel, Cadmus used savings estimates from the docket to assist in calculating the savings 

share. Cadmus used the following equation to estimate the annual share of energy savings resulting 

from energy efficiency stakeholders’ participation in the rulemaking. Achieved incremental 

savings refers to the savings of the adopted 2016 standard relative to the previous standard (2010 

standard), while counterfactual incremental savings refers to savings of the counterfactual scenario, 

developed by the panel, relative to the previous standard.  

  

𝑆ℎ𝑎𝑟𝑒 𝑜𝑓 𝑆𝑎𝑣𝑖𝑛𝑔𝑠

=
𝐴𝑐ℎ𝑖𝑒𝑣𝑒𝑑 𝐼𝑛𝑐𝑟𝑒𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡𝑎𝑙 𝑆𝑎𝑣𝑖𝑛𝑔𝑠 − 𝐶𝑜𝑢𝑛𝑡𝑒𝑟𝑓𝑎𝑐𝑡𝑢𝑎𝑙 𝐼𝑛𝑐𝑟𝑒𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡𝑎𝑙 𝑆𝑎𝑣𝑖𝑛𝑔𝑠

𝐴𝑐ℎ𝑖𝑒𝑣𝑒𝑑 𝐼𝑛𝑐𝑟𝑒𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡𝑎𝑙 𝑆𝑎𝑣𝑖𝑛𝑔𝑠
 

 

3. Findings 
 

The final electric motors standard was significantly different from the electric motors standard 

initially proposed during the framework phase of DOE’s rulemaking process. The initial document 

proposed an efficiency increase above NEMA premium for motor classes already covered under 

the 2010 electric motors standard. The Motor Coalition issued its petition as a joint 

recommendation to persuade DOE to conduct a negotiated rulemaking and move to a direct final 

rule, instead of going through the administrative rulemaking process. Although DOE chose to 

undergo the entire administrative rulemaking process (official documents followed by comment 

periods), it used the wording and spirit of the petition as a new framework for the NOPR and the 

final rule. Stakeholders interviewed by Cadmus commented that DOE was hesitant to conduct a 
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negotiated rulemaking and accept the petition as a direct final rule because of a recent lawsuit 

following a negotiated rulemaking.9  

 

The Motor Coalition’s petition expanded the scope of the rulemaking, simplified compliance, and 

closed loopholes by changing the wording of the rule to cover all motors except specifically 

defined exceptions. The Motor Coalition also accelerated the timeline for compliance from three 

years to two years. Details about the impacts of the stakeholders and specific changes in the 

standard language are described in the following sections.  

3.1 Electric Motors Standard History and Rulemaking 
 

Electric motors standards were first established in EPAct 1992,10 which set standards and test 

procedures for 1 horsepower (hp) to 200 hp motors manufacturers on or after October 24, 1997.  

 

EISA 2007 amended the electric motor standard:11 

 Removed the definition of “electric motor” established in EPAct 1992 

 Created definitions for these:  

o General purpose electric motor (subtype I)  

o General purpose electric motor (subtype II) 

 Prescribed energy conservation standards for these: 

o General purpose electric motors (subtype I)  

o General purpose electric motors (subtype II)  

o Fire pump electric motors  

o NEMA Design B general purpose electric motors with a power rating of more than 

200 hp but not greater than 500 hp 

 
EISA 2007 set separate conservation standards by horsepower, enclosure, and pole configuration. 

These standards correspond to Table 12-12 of NEMA MG1-2006 (NEMA premium) for subtype I 

motors and NEMA Table 12-11 of NEMA MG1-2006 (NEMA efficient) for subtype II, fire pump, and 

Design B motors.12  

 

The EISA 2007 standard went into effect in December 2010. Key dates and activities related to the 

history of electric motor standards and the rulemaking (shaded in the table below) that established 

the DOE’s 2016 standard are listed in Table 2. 

 

                                                 
9 The Air Conditioning Contractors of America (ACCA) sued DOE over the 2011 Direct Final Rule that set regional 

standards for residential non-weatherized natural gas furnaces and central air conditioners. The lawsuit was settled in 

2014, and DOE was required to withdraw and redo the standards for natural gas furnaces. 
10 Energy Policy Act of 1992. H.R. 776. Available online: https://www.congress.gov/bill/102nd-congress/house-

bill/776  
11 Energy Independence and Security Act of 2007. H.R. 6. Public Law 110-140. December 19, 2007. Available online: 

https://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/PLAW-110publ140/pdf/PLAW-110publ140.pdf  
12 NEMA MG1-2009 available online at: https://law.resource.org/pub/us/cfr/ibr/005/nema.mg-1.2009.pdf. 

https://www.congress.gov/bill/102nd-congress/house-bill/776
https://www.congress.gov/bill/102nd-congress/house-bill/776
https://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/PLAW-110publ140/pdf/PLAW-110publ140.pdf
https://law.resource.org/pub/us/cfr/ibr/005/nema.mg-1.2009.pdf
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Table 2. Electric Motors Rulemaking Timeline 

Date Activity 

October 5, 1999 EPAct 1992 codifies electric motor requirements  

December 22, 2008 DOE updates test procedures for electric motors  

March 23, 2009 DOE updates EISA 2007 definitions and energy conservation standards 

September 28, 2010 DOE releases framework document for electric motors standard 

December 19, 2010 EISA 2007 effective  

March 30, 2011 DOE publishes request for information about definite and special purpose motors 

May 4, 2012 DOE updates the definition of “electric motor” and clarified motor types not previously 

regulated 

July 23, 2012 DOE publishes preliminary analysis notice of availability for electric motors 

August 15, 2012 The Motor Coalition submits “Joint Petition to Adopt Joint Stakeholder Proposal As it 

Relates to the Rulemaking on Energy Conservation Standards for Electric Motors”13  

December 6, 2013 DOE releases notice of proposed rulemaking (NOPR) for electric motors 

December 13, 2013 DOE publishes a test procedure for the expanded scope and for special and definite-

purpose motors 

May 29, 2014 DOE issues final rule for electric motors 

February 28, 2015 Federal standard for small electric motors effective  

June 1, 2016 Federal standard for electric motors effective  

 

In addition to updating energy conservation standards, EISA 2007 removed the general definition 

of electric motor from the statute. In May 2012, as part of its electric motors rulemaking, DOE 

redefined electric motors and clarified other definitions so that it could regulate additional types of 

electric motors. In December of 2013, DOE updated the test procedure to account for testing of 

special and definite purpose motors.  

 

In September 2010, to kick off the rulemaking process, DOE released the framework document, 

which proposed increasing the efficiency level of already covered motors and described 

technological solutions that would increase motor efficiency beyond NEMA premium (e.g., I2R 

losses, core losses, friction and winding losses, and stray load losses). 

 

In August 2012, the Motor Coalition submitted its “Joint Petition to Adopt Joint Stakeholder 

Proposal As It Relates to the Rulemaking on Energy Conservation Standards for Electric Motors.” 

The petition asked DOE to use a negotiated rulemaking instead of an administrative rulemaking to 

adopt a different standard than proposed in the framework document. The petition supported 

expanding the scope of the existing motor standard, rather than exclusively increasing efficiency, 

and changing the wording of the standard from defining what motors were covered to stating all 

motors were subject to the standard with a few exclusions. This expansion of scope was intended 

to decrease compliance issues related to import motors.  

 

The petition’s proposed language changes included these:  

 Most polyphase, integral horsepower induction motors between 1 hp and 500 hp should be 

covered at NEMA Premium efficiency levels. 

 Products not covered in the standard should be limited to specific exceptions. 

 

In December 2013, DOE released the NOPR. The NOPR closely followed the language of the 

petition and DOE accepted the suggestions of the petition, with notable differences including the 

addition of coverage for integral brake motors, integral gear motors, integral partial motors, and 

                                                 
13 The Motor Coalition’s petition is available online at: http://www.regulations.gov/#!documentDetail;D=EERE-2010-

BT-STD-0027-0035. 
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partial three-quarter motors. DOE acknowledged the comments from the Motor Coalition and the 

California IOUs to clarify the scope of the standard by explicitly stating that the standard covered 

all electric motors except those explicitly defined as excluded.  
 

In May 2014, DOE released the final rule, which regulates motor types at the efficiency levels 

shown in Table 3.  
 

Table 3. The 2016 Electric Motor Standard Changes from EISA 2007 

Motor Type EISA 2007 Final Rule Effective 2016 

1-200 HP Subtype I Premium Efficient  

NEMA MG 1, Table 12-12 

Premium Efficient  

NEMA MG 1, Table 12-12 

1-200 HP Subtype II Energy Efficient  

NEMA MG 1, Table 12-11 

Premium Efficient  

NEMA MG 1, Table 12-12 

201-500 HP Energy Efficient  

NEMA MG 1, Table 12-11 

Premium Efficient  

NEMA MG 1, Table 12-12 & 20-B 

56 Frame Enclosed Exempt Premium Efficient  

NEMA MG 1, Table 12-12 

Custom Configurations Exempt Premium Efficient  

NEMA MG 1, Table 12-12 

1-200 HP Fire Pump Motors  Energy Efficient  

NEMA MG 1, Table 12-11 

Energy Efficient  

NEMA MG 1, Table 12-11 

 

The final rule deviates from the petition by covering brake motors, not distinguishing U-frame 

motors, and not covering open, special-and-definite purpose 56 frame motors. To address the 

requests of the Motor Coalition and the California IOUs that the standard default cover all motors, 

DOE’s language covers all motors with these nine characteristics: 

1. Is a single-speed, induction motor 

2. Is rated for continuous duty (MG 1) operation or for duty type S1 (IEC14) 

3. Contains a squirrel-cage (MG 1) or cage (IEC) rotor 

4. Operates on polyphase alternating current 60-hertz sinusoidal line power 

5. Is rated 600 volts or less 

6. Has a 2-, 4-, 6-, or 8-pole configuration 

7. Is built in a three-digit or four-digit NEMA frame size (or IEC metric equivalent), including 

those designs between two consecutive NEMA frame sizes (or IEC metric equivalent), or 

an enclosed 56 NEMA frame size (or IEC metric equivalent) 

8. Produces at least 1 horsepower (0.746 kW) but not greater than 500 horsepower (373 kW) 

9. Meets all of the performance requirements of a NEMA Design A, B, or C motor or of an 

IEC Design N or H motor 

 

Because there is no reliable test method, DOE chose to exclude these motors from the standard: 

 Air-over electric motors 

 Component sets of an electric motor 

 Liquid-cooled electric motors 

 Submersible electric motors 

 Inverter only electric motors 

 

                                                 
14International Electrotechnical Commission (IEC) is an international standards organization that develops standards 

for electrical and electronic technology including electric motors.  
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The Motor Coalition asked influential individuals and groups to submit their own comments to 

DOE in support of the petition. Notable individuals and groups that wrote DOE to support the 

petition included U.S. Senator Lisa Murkowski and former U.S. Senator Jeff Bingaman; BBF and 

Associates; the Air Movement and Control Association International, Inc.; the Hydraulic Institute; 

the Arkansas Economic Development and Commission-Energy Office; and the Power 

Transmission Distributors Association. 

3.2 Stakeholder Influence 
 

In 2009, motor manufacturers approached NEEA and the other energy efficiency stakeholders after 

DOE announced it would be conducting a rulemaking for the electric motors standard and planned 

to increase stringency. The motor manufacturers asked the energy efficiency stakeholders to try to 

write a joint recommendation that would benefit all parties and save more energy than only an 

increase in stringency would. Almost all of the energy efficiency stakeholders interested in the 

rulemaking joined the Motor Coalition. The Motor Coalition officially intended to submit to DOE 

a joint recommendation for direct final rule to reduce enforcement issues, and get results as quickly 

as possible. 

 

Following a series of informal meetings, emails, and conference calls, the manufacturers and 

energy efficiency stakeholders founded the Motor Coalition. Although negotiated rulemakings are 

now common and use ASRAC to draft standard language, this rulemaking was one of the first to 

be influenced by a formal coalition. The members of the Motor Coalition, which included both 

manufacturers and energy efficiency stakeholders, were motivated to work together since they had 

all been involved during the highly contentious and twice litigated small electric motors 

rulemaking. Everyone wanted to avoid these issues with the electric motors standard.  

 

Cadmus interviewed seven stakeholders (six from the Motor Coalition) who had an in-depth 

knowledge of the electric motors rulemaking. The interviews asked about the involvement of the 

Motor Coalition and the timeline of the rulemaking. The Motor Coalition ascribed much of the 

final standard to its involvement. This was corroborated by DOE in the final rule, in which DOE 

mentioned the petition and gave credit specifically to the Motor Coalition for the expanded scope, 

simplified compliance, closing of loopholes, and accelerated compliance timetable. During the 

interviews, the stakeholders discussed these and other contributions, as shown in Table 4. 

 
Table 4. Interview Themes Regarding Impact on Rulemaking 

 Yes No Don't 

Know 

Total 

Different outcome without the energy efficiency stakeholders 7 0 0 7 

Litigation would have happened without the Motor Coalition 4 1 0 5 

Motor Coalition increased speed of rulemaking 3 3 1 7 

Motor Coalition accelerated compliance timeline 6 0 0 6 

Notes: Totals less than seven are in cases where the topic did not come up during the interview 

 

All of the interview respondents thought that the outcome would have been different if the Motor 

Coalition had not had the support of the energy efficiency stakeholders. A manufacturer said that 

without the energy efficiency stakeholders in the Motor Coalition that, “They [DOE] may not have 

expanded the scope and just focused on efficiency increases.” Similarly, an energy efficiency 

stakeholders said, “We would have gone to super premium of the products that were already 
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regulated. That would have produced about 20 percent of the savings [compared to the achieved 

savings].”  

 

Four of the stakeholders interviewed believed there would have been litigation if the Motor 

Coalition had not formed. They had been involved in the small electric motors rulemaking, where 

such a coalition did not exist, so they were eager to avoid a similar situation. One energy efficiency 

stakeholders summarized the thoughts of the other three respondents, “If we hadn’t provided the 

consensus agreement [joint recommendation], we would be litigating.”  

 

Cadmus explicitly asked interview respondents if they thought the Motor Coalition had increased 

the speed of the rulemaking itself. The responses were mixed. Three respondents said yes; one 

commented: “We knocked six months to a year off of the rulemaking schedule. We thought we 

might be able to petition to go to a direct and final rule.” Others said the involvement of the Motor 

Coalition made the rulemaking process take longer; one said, “It took a longer time than the 

department wanted because of the coalition and the petition.”  

 

During its document review, Cadmus confirmed that the Motor Coalition had contributed by 

expanding the scope of the standard, closing loopholes, simplifying compliance, and accelerating 

the timeline of the rulemaking.  

 

The energy efficiency stakeholders recommended increasing the scope of the standard. As 

discussed above, DOE initially proposed an efficiency increase for the electric motors already 

covered by EISA 2007. The electric motor framework document and previous rulemakings, such 

as for small electric motors, suggested DOE intended only to increase efficiency levels and would 

not have expanded the scope without outside influence. One manufacturer said, “If it had come 

from DOE they may not have expanded the scope and just focused on efficiency increases.”  

 

The Motor Coalition also supported additional legislation during the same period to redefine 

“electric motor” and, thereby, establish DOE’s regulatory authority after the EISA 2007 definition 

removal.  

 

In expanding the scope of the standard, the energy efficiency stakeholders also simplified 

compliance for customers, manufacturers, and regulators. All of the interview respondents agreed 

that compliance under the previous rule was very difficult. One manufacturer said, “There were a 

lot of problems with customers understanding what was covered and what wasn’t.” When the 

Motor Coalition first started analyzing NEMA shipment data to create the petition, it found that 

DOE’s initial framework, which added special and definite, special frame, and partial frame 

motors, actually increased the number of covered motors from 1.6 million units to 5.6 million 

units. As email threads and drafts of rulemaking documents show, the energy efficiency 

stakeholders carefully crafted the language to simplify compliance by recommending coverage for 

all motors except specifically defined exceptions instead of using DOE’s original language that 

listed the types of motors.  

 

By simply stating that compliance covered all motors except specifically defined exceptions, the 

Motor Coalition closed loopholes that previously made compliance and enforcement difficult. Two 

interviewees said the prior standard (which listed exactly what motors were covered) “allowed for 

people to game the system and created an enforcement headache for DOE and domestic motor 
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manufacturers.” One manufacturer described exactly how some manufacturers were able to use 

loopholes to sell noncompliant motors:  

 

“Some manufacturers were willing to make small changes to motors to make them 

exempt, for example, if you made a motor shaft that was an inch longer or shorter, 

it made the motor exempt because it wasn’t a NEMA motor.”  

 

One interviewee said that the new electric motors standard decreased the number of exempt motors 

from eighty-eight to ten.  

 

All six members of the Motor Coalition who were interviewed agreed that their involvement had 

accelerated the compliance timeline from three years to two years. EISA 2007 specifies that the 

effective date must be either five years from the previous standard’s effective date or three years 

after the issuance of the final rule. The Motor Coalition proposed an effective date of only two 

years after the issuance of the final rule because manufacturers would not need to retool their 

factories to comply with the expanded scope.  

 

3.2.1 Challenges in Rulemaking Process 
 

Cadmus asked all of the interviewees—the seven stakeholders and the NEEA engineer—what 

challenges they faced during the rulemaking process. They said the main challenges they faced 

concerned expanding the scope, negotiating with DOE, compliance and enforcement issues, and 

lack of a testing method. Some of their responses are captured below. 

  

Expanding Scope:  

 “Persuading the government that they could expand scope.” 

 “We had to change the law during this process, too.” (Refers to changing the definition of 

electric motor) 

 

Negotiations: 

 “Getting DOE convinced not to raise the efficiency level.” 

 “One of the initial difficulties was setting aside the small electric motors rulemaking.” 

 “Lack of technical expertise within the Motor Coalition.”  

 

Compliance and Enforcement:  

 “Loophole management. Everybody has to be satisfied, and DOE has to be satisfied.”  

 “We were concerned about enforcement. … there were too many non-regulated products on 

the market that people could use as loopholes for avoiding regulation.”  

 

Test Method: 

 “Biggest issue was [lack of] test methods for definite and special purpose products.”  

 

3.3 NEEA’s Role 
 

NEEA supports adoption of standards using a variety of techniques, such as participating in official 

meetings, writing comments and letters, conducting technical analysis, and participating in 
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coalitions. The small electric motors rulemaking process was representative of an early effort by 

NEEA to influence standards. Since then, the rulemaking process and NEEA’s role in supporting 

standards have changed considerably. This section describes NEEA’s overall approach to 

influencing standards as defined in their logic model for codes and standards (see Appendix A. 

NEEA Standards Rulemaking Process Logic Model).   

 

NEEA’s rulemaking logic model is a framework of activities, outputs, and expected outcomes in 

which NEEA participates depending on the types of barriers encountered. NEEA’s expected 

barriers include manufacturer opposition, lack of data, lack of common interest, insufficient 

funding, or insufficient market adoption. 

  

Cadmus found that NEEA addressed two barriers—manufacturer opposition and lack of common 

interest among stakeholders—in its advocacy for electric motors rulemaking. Table 5 shows these 

barriers, the activities taken by NEEA to overcome the barriers, the outputs from those activities, 

and the outcomes from NEEA’s logic model.  

 
Table 5. Barriers and Solutions from NEEA’s Logic Model Found in the Electric Motors Rulemaking 

Barrier NEEA Activity NEEA Outputs NEEA Outcomes 

Manufacturer 

Opposition 
 Negotiating with 

manufacturers 

 Attending public meetings 

 Analyzing rulemaking 

documents 

 Consensus rulemaking 

(joint recommendation) 

proposed to DOE 

 Written comments 

 Oral comments 

 Public participation in 

DOE meetings 

 Decreased disparity between 

parties 

 Valuable information added 

at each stage of rulemaking 

 NEEA’s information/ 

analysis referenced in 

rulemaking proceedings and 

documentation 

 Adoption of highest 

justifiable standard  

Lack of 

Common 

Interest Among 

Stakeholders  

 Collaborating with other 

energy efficiency 

stakeholders 

 Encouraging utilities to 

provide data and political 

support 

 

NEEA first participated in the electric motor rulemaking at a meeting with manufacturers and 

energy efficiency stakeholders to address the framework document. Manufacturers and energy 

efficiency stakeholders negotiated to agree on the goals for the standard. They also discussed the 

possibilities of setting incremental differences in the efficiency standard for all motor classes, 

increasing the efficiency above NEMA premium (which the manufacturers opposed), and adding 

additional motors to the scope of coverage. NEEA staff provided technical expertise at Motor 

Coalition meetings, in conference calls, and at public meetings. NEEA also gave its support to the 

manufacturers’ claims that the improvements suggested in the framework document were not 

technologically feasible.  

 

The stakeholders acknowledged NEEA’s technical expertise, which one stakeholder summarized 

nicely: “None of the other stakeholders with the exception of the Northwest brought a level of 

technical expertise.” Another stakeholder said: “…organizations like NEEA and NEMA are active 

with DOE and known for being fair and having data.”  

 

Other stakeholders said NEEA’s experience with programs and rebates was particularly valuable in 

the discussion. NEEA brought a perspective that was not usually accessible to the manufacturers. 

One manufacturer said that he had learned a lot working with NEEA: “I’m getting a total education 
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on program managers and program management and the technical forum and commissions and 

how commissioners have to look at rebate programs.” 

 

3.4 Expert Panel and Influence of Energy Efficiency Stakeholders 
 

Based on all the evidence provided, the expert panel decided that two outcomes would have 

occurred in the absence of participation by the energy efficiency stakeholders: 

 DOE would have passed a standard that increased efficiency levels past NEMA premium 

and would not have expanded the scope to previously unregulated motor products.  

 The rulemaking would have taken longer to complete, and the effective date would have 

been three years past the date of the final rule instead of two.  

 

This section summarizes the discussion that led to the expert panel’s determination.  

 

The expert panel discussed how ability of the manufacturers and energy efficiency stakeholders to 

reach a consensus affected the process. Cadmus asked if the panel thought the manufacturers 

would rather increase standards to curtail competition from abroad or fight against any standards. 

Recalling other standards that have ended in litigation, the panel noted the general understanding 

that manufacturers are inclined to fight against increased stringency in standards. The 

manufacturers did not want to increase efficiency and knew that covering more motor types would 

save more energy than increased efficiency would. The panel determined that the standard was 

adopted with no litigation because the energy efficiency stakeholders agreed with the 

manufacturers and worked with them to ask the DOE to expand the scope of the standard. The 

energy efficiency stakeholders proposed and wrote the language that expanded the scope by 

changing the wording of the standard to cover all motors by default, except specifically defined 

exceptions.  

 

In addition to there not being litigation, the panel decided that without the energy efficiency 

stakeholders participating in the Motor Coalition: 

 The rulemaking process would have taken one or two years longer to complete;  

 DOE would have succeeded in their initial framework document proposal to not expand 

scope and to increase efficiency past NEMA premium; and 

 Manufacturers would have been required to comply in three years as opposed to two.  

 

The panel discussed the likelihood that, without the efficiency stakeholders’ participation or if the 

Motor Coalition had not been formed, the manufacturers would have pushed against the 

incremental efficiency improvements or would have succeeded in persuading DOE to expand the 

scope, but not increase the efficiency requirement. (The panel thought compliance would take 

longer with the increased efficiency level, but not as long as with the increased scope.) Because it 

knew the history of the small electric motors standard, the panel believed that the manufacturers 

and DOE would not have agreed to expand the scope and increase efficiency without the influence 

and mediation of the energy efficiency stakeholders.  

 

The panel decided that, without the energy efficiency stakeholders’ participation in the Motor 

Coalition, the DOE would have succeeded in establishing its initial framework document, 

rulemaking would have taken one or two years longer to complete, and manufacturers would have 

been required to comply in three years rather than two.  
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3.5 Share of Savings 
 

Cadmus calculated the influence score for the energy efficiency stakeholders based on the 

counterfactual scenario determined by the panel. The panel concluded that the efficiency 

stakeholders’ participation resulted in an accelerated effective date (one year sooner than June 1, 

2017, as originally expected). Thus, for the first year of savings (2016), Cadmus calculated an 

influence score of 100 percent for the energy efficiency stakeholders. 

  

After the first year, Cadmus estimated the share of savings using analysis from the Motor 

Coalition’s petition. The Motor Coalition analyzed DOE’s preliminary technical support document 

(PTSD) savings estimates.15 In that analysis, the increased scope of coverage generates 4.4 quads 

of cumulative energy savings compared to 1.7 quads with the original scope as proposed in DOE’s 

framework document. As shown in the following equation, this gives the energy efficiency 

stakeholders an influence score of sixty-one percent starting in 2017.  

 

𝐸𝑛𝑒𝑟𝑔𝑦 𝑒𝑓𝑓𝑖𝑐𝑖𝑒𝑛𝑐𝑦 𝑎𝑑𝑣𝑜𝑐𝑎𝑡𝑒𝑠 % 𝑜𝑓 𝑠𝑎𝑣𝑖𝑛𝑔𝑠 =
4.4𝑞𝑢𝑎𝑑𝑠 − 1.7𝑞𝑢𝑎𝑑𝑠

4.4𝑞𝑢𝑎𝑑𝑠
= 61% 

 

This standard was unique because the manufacturers and the energy stakeholders worked together 

to craft a joint recommendation, and the savings generated by this rule would not have been 

possible without their consensus. In most administrative rulemakings, manufacturers and energy 

efficiency stakeholders have different goals for the outcome of the rulemaking.  

 

Cadmus focused on determining the contribution of the efficiency stakeholders, rather than on the 

manufacturers, because it assumed that manufacturers, by default, participate in rulemakings 

related to their industry regardless of the presence of efficiency stakeholders. The panel found that 

the energy stakeholders’ role was critical in convincing DOE to expand the scope and alter the 

schedule. The panel concluded that neither of these things would have happened if the energy 

stakeholders had not been involved. However, because of the unique role played by the Motor 

Coalition and the contributions of the industry to the adoption of the final standard through this 

mechanism, we determined the influence estimate for the energy efficiency stakeholders has an 

upper limit.  

 

 

4. Conclusions and Recommendations  
 

The Motor Coalition was very effective in the electric motor rulemaking. Creating a coalition 

represents a best practice whereby stakeholders work toward consensus on common goals that they 

can jointly present to DOE. The Motor Coalition achieved improvements in electric motor savings, 

closed loopholes, simplified compliance, and expedited the effective date of the standard. The 

Motor Coalition overcame DOE’s initial skepticism about expanding the scope of coverage and 

helped pass the legislation that defined electric motors to give DOE the statutory authority to 

regulate the expanded scope. The fact that the stakeholders—both energy efficiency stakeholders 

                                                 
15 Analysis based on the PTSD Table 10.4.7 National Energy Savings Summary (quads) 
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and manufacturers—reached consensus in their recommendations led to a standard that, at the time 

of the rulemaking, was expected to save more energy than any other efficiency standard and also 

greatly decreased the likelihood that the electric motor standard would end in litigation 

 

 Recommendation: When possible, NEEA should consider working with or creating 

coalitions to craft joint recommendations and encourage DOE to accept the 

recommendations as direct final rules. NEEA should plan for future evaluations by 

collecting as much information as possible and preparing a defensible record of the 

discussions and activities conducted to influence rulemakings. 

 

 Recommendation: As known technologies approach their efficiency limits, NEEA should 

consider approaching all standards comprehensively and examine creative ways to get more 

savings out of standards, such as was achieved by adopting a broader scope in lieu of only 

efficiency increases in the electric motors standard. Advanced motor technologies such as 

variable speed drives can save energy without necessarily increasing the efficiency level of 

the motors, and other technologies will provide similar advances in the coming years.  

 

Evaluating influence in processes involving coalitions poses special challenges. This standard 

adoption process was unique because of the role played by the Motor Coalition, and its 

participation in the process affected the influence assessment. In most typical standard adoption 

proceedings, industry and energy efficiency stakeholders function independently and often take 

opposing positions. In this case, the two groups worked closely together through the Motor 

Coalition and presented joint input to DOE; as a result, this made it challenging to separate out the 

influence of the stakeholders. The evidence and findings of the expert panel indicated that the 

stakeholders’ participation through the Motor Coalition was critical to the outcome, but we 

acknowledge that our influence estimate represents an upper limit for the impact of the 

stakeholders.  

 

 Recommendation: When standards are developed through joint approaches, such as 

industry and energy efficiency stakeholders coalitions, the process of assessing influence 

becomes more demanding. It requires more details about the role of each party and causal 

relationships. As noted above, in these cases NEEA should endeavor to document the 

process, inputs, and effects as completely as possible to create a defensible record. For the 

same reasons, the evaluator should adapt the approach for assessing the contribution of 

energy efficiency stakeholders to ensure that it captures the nuances of the contributions 

made by each party, weighs their relative importance and influence, and evaluates them in a 

systematic framework that distinguishes essential contributions leading to the final 

standard.  
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5. Appendix A. NEEA Standards Rulemaking Process Logic Model 
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6. Appendix B: NEEA Interview Guides  
B.1. NEEA Interview Guide 

 

B.1.1 Introduction and Overview of NEEA’s Role 
 

The purpose of this interview is to explore the actions taken by NEEA and energy efficiency 

stakeholders in the development of the electric motors federal standard rulemaking from 2012.  

We are trying to identify what activities NEEA and other EE stakeholders took part in, and how 

influential those activities were to the standard’s final efficiency level from the previous standard 

and the proposed standard.  

 

Last year in the small motors evaluation you mentioned that you typically participate at one of 

three levels. The first is where you offer opinions but mostly sign on joint comments, the second is 

where you are technically knowledgeable and write the comments yourself with Tom Eckman 

signing on, and the third where you are the most technically knowledgeable of the coalition.  

 

1. Which level of involvement would you say NEEA participated at for this rulemaking? 

2. How involved would you say that all EE stakeholders were during this rulemaking?  

B.1.2. Motors Activities 
 

1. This was the first standard impacted by the Motor Coalition.16 How did the collaboration of 

the Motor Coalition change the rulemaking for the Motors Standard compared to other 

standards you have worked on?  

2. Please walk us through the activities that NEEA and other energy efficiency stakeholders 

engaged in regarding the development and adoption of the motors standard.  

 

Probe for:  

a. Participation in committee meetings to formulate an official position 

b. Data collection and/or analyses conducted by EE stakeholders 

c. Negotiations with stakeholders 

d. Negotiations that were held in public versus privately 

e. Other activities not identified in the existing materials  

f. Documentation of NEEA’s activities, including:  

i. Meeting notes 

ii. Meeting Transcripts 

iii. Email threads  

iv. Records of conversations held in other ways 

v. Meeting records: who was where, when, why?] 

3. Were there any activities that you/NEEA wanted to be involved in, but were not? 

4. From your perspective, what were the most significant barriers in the motors standards 

rulemaking process? 

                                                 
16 The members of the Motor Coalition include: National Electrical Manufacturers Association, American Council for 

an Energy‐Efficient Economy, Appliance Standards Awareness Project, Alliance to Save Energy, Earthjustice, Natural 

Resources Defense Council, Northwest Energy Efficiency Alliance, Northeast Energy Efficiency Partnerships, and 

Northwest Power and Conservation Council. 
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5. Which of these activities were most influential in the development and adoption of the 

motors standard? 

6. Which of these activities were least influential in the development and adoption of the 

motors standard? 

7. What were the key outcomes of these activities?  

8. What do you see as the most significant contributions to the development and adoption of 

the motors standard by NEEA, the Motors Coalition, or other EE stakeholders? 

 

B.1.3. Main Actors/Stakeholders 
Next, we want to review some of the known stakeholders who were involved in the small motors 

standard rule making process, and discuss how influential you believe these entities were in the 

standard adoption. Please, put a star next to the organizations you found most influential. 

We have identified the following groups through our review of DOE’s final rule:  

 Trade associations including: 

o American Forest and Paper Association 

o Air Movement and Control Association International 

o American Fuel and Petrochemical Manufacturers 

o Copper Development Association 

o Electric Apparatus Service Association 

o European Committee of Manufacturers of Electrical Machines and Power Electronics 

o Motor Coalition 

o Industrial Energy Consumers of America 

 Manufacturers including:  

o Baldor 

o Nidec 

o NORD Gear 

o SEW- Eurodrive 

o Siemens 

o WEG 

o PlasticMetal 

 Energy Efficiency Stakeholders 

o ASE 

o ACEEE 

o ASAP 

o Motor Coalition 

o NRDC 

o NEEA 

o NEEP 

 Others:  

o UL 

o NPCC 

o Oakland University 

o SCE 
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o University of Michigan 

o California IOUs 

o Cato 

9. What other groups, if any, would you add to this list? 

10. Of these groups, who were the top three most influential groups in supporting the 

development and adoption of the small motors standard?  

a. What are your reasons for identifying those groups as most influential?  

11. What standard level do you think DOE would have adopted in the absence of any EE 

stakeholder involvement?  

 

B.2. Stakeholder Interview Guide 
 
B.2.1. Introduction and Overview of NEEA’s role 

 

The purpose of this interview is to explore the involvement of NEEA and other energy efficiency 

stakeholders in establishing the federal efficiency standards regulating electric motors 

manufactured on or after June 1, 2016 (if needed: this was also known as the “integral motors 

rule” and was the first rulemaking in which the Motor Coalition participated). We are trying to 

understand NEEA’s impact on the establishment of the standard and identify actions and impacts 

of other efficiency stakeholders.  

We would like to discuss: 

 who was involved 

 how the adopted standard may have been different had NEEA and other efficiency 

stakeholders not contributed to the rulemaking process 

 gain deeper insight into your role as a stakeholder in this rulemaking process to help 

understand the narrative to this rulemaking and fill in any information gaps from publically 

available documents 

 
B.2.2. Rulemaking Influence 
 

1. My understanding of this rulemaking is that DOE published a list of rulemakings they 

intended to initiate in 2009, and that the manufacturers then contacted the EE stakeholders 

to create the Motor Coalition and propose a rule before DOE could release a NOPR.  

a. Do you agree with this description? If not, please clarify and provide any other 

details. 

b. probe for ways the timeline different in this rulemaking compared to other 

rulemakings (i.e. did the motor coalition initiate the rulemaking or did DOE)  

2. This was the first standard impacted by the Motor Coalition.17 How did the Motor Coalition 

change the rulemaking for the motors standard compared to other standards you have 

worked on?  

a. Can you provide examples of ways the Motor Coalition affected this rulemaking.  

                                                 
17 The members of the Motor Coalition include: National Electrical Manufacturers Association, American Council for 

an Energy‐Efficient Economy, Appliance Standards Awareness Project, Alliance to Save Energy, Earthjustice, Natural 

Resources Defense Council, Northwest Energy Efficiency Alliance, Northeast Energy Efficiency Partnerships, and 

Northwest Power and Conservation Council. 
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3. What, if any, influence do you feel that the Motor Coalition had on the timeline of the 

rulemaking? (probe for rulemaking timeline and compliance timeline) 

a. Rulemaking 

b. Compliance 

4. From your perspective, what were the most significant barriers in the motors standards 

rulemaking process? 

 
B.2.3. Advocacy Activities and Impact 
 

5. What do you see as the most significant contributions to the development and adoption of 

the motors standard by NEEA, the Motor Coalition, and other EE advocacy stakeholders? 

a. NEEA 

b. Motor Coalition 

c. Other EE Stakeholders 

6. What do you think the standard would have looked like absent of any EE advocacy 

stakeholder involvement?  

7. How do you think the outcome would have differed if the Motor Coalition had not included 

the EE advocacy stakeholders?  

8. Please walk us through the activities that NEEA, EE stakeholders, and manufacturers 

engaged in regarding the development and adoption of the motors standard.  

Probe for:  

a. Participation in committee meetings to formulate an official position 

b. Data collection and/or analyses conducted by EE stakeholderss 

c. Negotiations with stakeholders 

d. Negotiations that were held in public versus privately 

e. Other activities not identified in the existing materials  

f. Documentation of NEEA’s activities, including:  

i. Meeting notes 

ii. Meeting Transcripts 

iii. Email threads  

iv. Records of conversations held in other ways 

v. Meeting records: who was where, when, why?] 

9. What were the key outcomes of these activities?  

10. Which of these activities were most influential in the development and adoption of the 

motors standard? 

11. Which of these activities were least influential in the development and adoption of the 

motors standard? 

 
B.3.4. Main Actors/Stakeholders 
 

Next, we want to review some of the known stakeholders who were involved in the motors 

standard rule making process, and discuss how influential you believe these entities were in the 

standard adoption.  

We have identified the following groups through our review of DOE’s final rule:  

 Trade associations including: 

o NEMA 

o The Copper Development Association   



Electric Motors Standard Evaluation 

 

Cadmus - 23 - 

 Manufacturers including:  

o Baldor 

o Nidec 

o Regal 

o Edison Electric 

 Energy Efficiency Stakeholders 

o ACEEE 

o NRDC 

o NEEA 

o ASAP 

 Others: 

o National Labs (LBNL) 

o DOE  

o CEC 

12. What other groups, if any, would you add to this list? 

13. Of these groups, who were the top three most influential groups in supporting the 

development and adoption of the motors standard?  

a. What are your reasons for identifying those groups as most influential?  

 

 


