
 

August 3, 2026 

The Honorable Chris Wright 
Secretary 
U.S. Department of Energy 
1000 Independence Avenue SW 
Washington, DC 20585 

 

Re: Docket No. EERE-2026-BT-BC-0034 

 

Request for Information: Updating and Improving the Methodology for Assessing Affordability 
and Cost-Effectiveness of Building Energy Codes 

 

Dear Secretary Wright: 

The Alliance to Save Energy appreciates the opportunity to provide comments on DOE's Request 
for Information1 regarding the methodology used to evaluate the affordability and cost-
effectiveness of building energy codes. 

The Alliance to Save Energy is a leading nonprofit, bipartisan coalition of manufacturers, 
utilities, technology companies, environmental advocates, and governmental leaders who are 
committed to advancing the role of fuel-neutral energy efficiency in U.S. energy policy, and 
valuing its contribution to energy affordability, grid reliability, economic growth, and energy 
security.  

ASE supports DOE’s effort to ensure that its building-code methodology remains transparent, 
analytically sound, and responsive to real-world consumer impacts. As discussed below, DOE 
should: 

• Evaluate initial costs and long-term consumer benefits together; 
• Retain annual cash-flow and life-cycle cost analyses as core affordability measures; 
• Use multiple transparent and complementary energy metrics; and 
• Apply rigorous and sound economic analysis in a fuel- and technology-agnostic manner. 
 

 
1 https://www.federalregister.gov/documents/2026/05/04/2026-08646/updating-and-improving-the-methodology-for-assessing-
affordability-and-cost-effectiveness-of 



In general, ASE encourages DOE to evaluate building energy code impacts using methodologies 
that are transparent, predictable, fuel-neutral, technologically feasible, and economically 
justified. 
 
I. Fuel Neutrality, Consumer Choice, and Transparent Economic Analysis 

ASE supports fuel-neutral and technology-neutral approaches to building energy efficiency.  

Building energy codes and related cost-effectiveness methodologies should evaluate efficiency 
measures based on objective and consistently applied criteria including energy savings, 
incremental costs, life-cycle costs, consumer cash flow, and other measurable consumer impacts.  

The methodology should not favor or disadvantage a particular fuel, technology, equipment type, 
or building-system configuration.  

Consumers benefit when they have access to a range of technologies and energy options that 
reflect their individual needs, budgets, geographic circumstances, building characteristics and 
energy requirements. DOE should ensure that those choices are evaluated using transparent, 
analytically sound, and consistently applied methodologies.  

Accordingly, DOE should continue evaluating: 

• Life-cycle costs; 
• Consumer cash flow; 
• Total cost of ownership; 
• Energy savings; 
• Source and site energy impacts where appropriate; and 
• Long-term affordability. 

These complementary measures can help DOE fairly evaluate the costs, savings, and consumer 
impacts associated with different fuels, technologies, and building approaches. No single metric 
should be used in isolation to determine affordability or cost-effectiveness.  

II. Consider Transparent Use of Comprehensive Energy Metrics 

DOE specifically seeks feedback regarding alternative energy metrics. 

ASE supports continued and transparent use of multiple complementary metrics, including site 
energy, source energy, full-fuel-cycle energy, and other measures that provide meaningful 
information regarding building and energy-system performance. 

No single metric fully captures the performance of a building or energy system.2 Site energy 
provides information regarding energy consumed at the building. Source and full-fuel-cycle 
metrics provide additional information regarding upstream energy requirements and broader 
system impacts. DOE should clearly identify the purpose, assumptions, and limitations of each 
metric.   

 
2 https://www.energystar.gov/buildings/resources-topic/portfolio-manager-data-explorer 



Energy metrics should inform that analysis rather than substitute 
for it. Transparent reporting of multiple metrics allows 
policymakers, consumers, and other stakeholders to better 
understand tradeoffs associated with different technologies, fuels, 
and design approaches. 

Consumers, builders, manufacturers, and policymakers all benefit 
from analyses that fairly assess competing technologies and fuel 
options using objective and transparent criteria. 

III. Affordability Requires Evaluating Both First Costs and 
Long-Term Benefits 

ASE recognizes that building code requirements can increase initial 
construction costs and that those costs may affect builders, lenders, 
homebuyers, and housing markets. Those impacts should be 
evaluated transparently and should not be minimized. 

At the same time, initial construction cost alone does not determine 
whether a home is affordable. A comprehensive affordability 
analysis should examine both the cost of acquiring and financing a 
home and the recurring costs of operating and maintaining it.3 For 
many households, housing costs are experienced over time through 
mortgage payments, utility bills, maintenance expenses, insurance, 
and other recurring obligations.4  

A home that costs modestly more to construct but materially less to 
operate may be more affordable over the period of ownership than 
a home with a lower initial cost and higher recurring expenses. 

DOE should therefore retain and strengthen analytical approaches 
that evaluate: 

• Total cost of home ownership; 
• Consumer cash flow; 
• Life-cycle cost savings; 
• Net present value; 
• Long-term energy affordability; and 
• Household energy burden. 

These measures allow DOE to evaluate both the costs and benefits 
associated with building energy codes and provide a more complete 
picture of consumer outcomes than examining initial costs or 
operating savings in isolation. 

Economic affordability should ultimately be evaluated through a comprehensive analysis of 
initial costs, financing, operating expenses, consumer cash flow, and life-cycle value.  

 
3 https://www.pnnl.gov/main/publications/external/technical_reports/PNNL-35986.pdf 
4 https://www.eia.gov/consumption/residential/data/2024/index.php 
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Source: ICC, Homeowners Save with the 2021 
IECC (DOE/PNNL analysis), Table 1, FL row. The 
$71 "other costs" line is derived (Energy Savings − 
Mortgage Increase − Net Cash Flow, as reported) 
since the source does not itemize it; DOE's 
methodology notes cite property tax, insurance, 
and loan fees as contributing factors. 



By contrast, metrics such as simple payback provide only a partial view of consumer outcomes.5  

Simple payback measures the time required for energy savings to recover an initial investment, 
but it does not reflect how households purchase, finance, and operate homes. It does not account 
for financing structures, the timing of costs and benefits, and the continuing value of energy 
savings after the payback period has been reached. 

 DOE's existing methodology appropriately recognizes that affordability depends on both costs 
and benefits.6 In particular, consumer cash flow and life-cycle cost analyses evaluate whether 
energy savings exceed the additional cost associated with efficiency improvements over time.7 

 IV. Consumer Cash Flow and Total Cost of Homeownership Best Reflect Consumer 
Impacts  

DOE’s existing methodology includes annual cash-flow analysis and years-to-positive-cash-flow 
metrics. These are among the most consumer-relevant metrics available because they reflect how 
many households experience the costs and savings associated with a home. 

Many homebuyers finance code-related construction costs through a mortgage rather than paying 
the full incremental cost at the time of purchase. As a result: 

• Incremental construction costs are spread over the mortgage term;  
• Energy savings may begin when the home is occupied; and  
• Consumers experience the combined effect through monthly housing and utility 

expenses. 

For illustrative purposes, a measure that increases a monthly mortgage payment by $20 but 
reduces monthly utility expenses by $30 would improve monthly household cash flow, even 
though the measure may have a longer simple-payback period. 

In the cost-benefit analysis by DOE and Pacific Northwest National Laboratory (PNNL) of 
savings due to adoption of the 2021 code8 versus its 2018 predecessor, an average Florida 
homeowner would save $225 per year on energy bills, while the mortgage would increase by just 
$19 annually.9  

PNNL's methodology does not ignore first cost. It explicitly includes the higher down payment 
and higher mortgage associated with efficiency improvements and then asks whether the 
homeowner still comes out ahead. In Florida, the answer was yes: the homeowner's first-year net 
cash flow remained positive despite those higher upfront costs.  

This example illustrates the value of evaluating the full range of consumer costs and benefits 
rather than focusing on construction costs or utility savings alone. Consumer outcomes will vary 
based on energy prices, financing conditions, building practices, and regional climate, which is 
why DOE should continue to publish state- and climate-zone-specific results and sensitivity 
analyses. 

 
5 https://www.energycodes.gov/sites/default/files/2024-10/residential_methodology_2024.pdf 
6 https://www.pnnl.gov/publications/national-cost-effectiveness-residential-provisions-2024-iecc 
7 https://www.ase.org/blog/what-does-new-building-code-cost-analysis-means-homebuyers 
8 https://cdn-www-v2.iccsafe.org/wp-content/uploads/2021_IECC_Benefits_FLR.pdf  
9 https://www.energycodes.gov/status/states/florida 

https://cdn-www-v2.iccsafe.org/wp-content/uploads/2021_IECC_Benefits_FLR.pdf


DOE should continue to consider annual net cash flow, years to positive cash flow, and monthly 
affordability impacts among its primary affordability metrics. 

V. Life-cycle Cost Analysis Should Remain a Foundational Metric  

DOE has historically evaluated residential building code impacts using life-cycle cost analysis 
over a 30-year period. ASE supports retaining life-cycle cost analysis as a foundational 
component of the methodology because many building envelope and equipment measures last 
for decades and continue producing savings beyond their initial cost-recovery period. Measures 
installed during construction may affect multiple generations of homeowners and occupants. 

Life-cycle analysis appropriately captures:  

• Upfront investments; 
• Mortgage financing; 
• Future energy savings; 
• Replacement costs; and 
• Long-term consumer benefits. 

Shortening evaluation periods or elevating short-term metrics may undervalue measures that 
provide durable consumer benefits over the life of a home. DOE should retain life-cycle cost 
analysis as a foundational element of building code evaluations. 

The RFI places significant attention on payback periods and potential payback thresholds. While 
simple payback may provide useful supplemental information, it should not serve as the primary 
measure of affordability or cost-effectiveness. 

Simple payback does not account for: 

• Financing;  
• Savings after the payback period;  
• Energy-price volatility;  
• Resale value;  
• Measure lifetimes; or  
• Annual consumer cash flow. 

Homeowners generally consider a range of costs and benefits when evaluating major housing 
investments, including mortgages, roof replacements, insulation upgrades, and window 
investments. Federal analysis should similarly employ more comprehensive measures of 
consumer outcomes.  

Conclusion 

ASE supports a transparent, fuel- and technology-neutral methodology that evaluates the real-
world economic impacts of building energy codes on consumers, builders, manufacturers, 
utilities, and housing markets. 

DOE’s analysis should recognize both the importance of initial housing costs and the continuing 
effect of utility expenses, financing, maintenance, and replacement costs over time. No single 
metric fully captures these impacts. 

Accordingly, ASE recommends that DOE: 



• Evaluate first costs and long-term benefits together;  
• Retain annual consumer cash-flow and life-cycle cost analyses;  
• Use multiple complementary energy metrics with transparent assumptions; and 
• Apply comparable analytical treatment across fuels and technologies. 

These principles would provide a balanced and analytically rigorous foundation for assessing the 
affordability and cost-effectiveness of building energy codes while preserving consumer choice 
and fuel neutrality. 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide these comments. ASE looks forward to continuing to 
work with DOE and stakeholders to support building energy efficiency policies that advance 
affordability, reliability, economic growth, and energy security.  

For further information, please contact Jason Reott, at jreott@ase.org. 

Sincerely, 

Jason Reott 
Director of Policy 
Alliance to Save Energy 
 


