Draft Proposal CA-19
This concept has been developed by the DOE Building Energy Codes Program (BECP) as a possible code change proposal to the Commercial provisions of the 2012 International Energy Conservation Code (IECC).   Interested parties are asked to submit any and all comments on DOE's initial concepts and draft code change proposals. For instructions on submitting comments, visit:

www.energycodes.gov/development/commercial/codes/iecc/concepts/
Limited Application of Air-Cooled Chillers (CA-19)  
Objective:  Require buildings with 300 tons or greater peak cooling load to have no more than 100 tons served by air‑cooled systems.  Include exceptions for high-efficiency air-cooled systems and systems with thermal storage.

Add Section C403.4.8 as follows:

C403.4.8 Limitation of Air-Cooled Chillers.  Chilled water plants with more than 300 tons (85 kW) total capacity shall not have more than 100 tons (30 kW) provided by air-cooled systems.
Exceptions: 

1. Where the water quality at the building site fails to meet manufacturer’s specifications for the use of water-cooled chillers as approved by the code official.

2. Chillers that are used to charge a thermal energy storage system with a design temperature of less than 40°F (4°C).

3. Air-cooled systems with minimum efficiencies 15% greater than efficiencies required by section C402.3 or section C406.2, whichever is used.

Reason:  Water-cooled chillers are significantly more efficient than air-cooled chillers, using about 30 percent less energy.  Once a chiller plant reaches a certain size, it is reasonable to install the more complex water-cooled equipment.  The code change proposal limits the capacity of air-cooled chillers in larger chilled water plants.  

Cost Impact:  There would be a cost increase associated with this code change for buildings with chiller plants larger than 300 tons in capacity that are not subject to the exceptions because those buildings currently do not require more complex water-cooled systems.  A detailed cost analysis conducted in support of similar provisions in the 2008 California Title 24 (the California energy code) found that this requirement was cost effective.   
