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Why Rate and Disclose Energy Performance?

US Law to Make Calorie Counts 
Hard to Ignore



Why do states and jurisdictions want to rate and 
disclose the energy performance of buildings? 

ωAddresses the vast existing building stock

ωU.S. existing commercial building stock: 80 billion to 110 
billion SF = 31,000 Empire State Buildings

ωHelps governments understand their buildings

ωMarketSolution: Less intrusive than other policy options

ωLet the market do the heavy lifting

ωAppeals to both sides of the aisle

ωLots of bang for government buck

ωCreates jobs in the private sector



The Commercial Real Estate Market and Energy 
Transparency: Cycle of Improvement

Ratings for all 
buildings

Ratings disclosed to 
market

Market compares 
building 

performance

Market rewards 
energy-efficient 

property with more 
business

Owners improve 
efficiency to help 
competitiveness

Efficiency of existing 
building stock 

continuously improves



Premiums for ENERGY STAR-labeled buildings 
over non-labeled buildings
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Under Consideration

Energy Performance Rating & Disclosure Policies 



Policy Design

ωENERGY STAR

ωOperational ratings

ωImplementation phase-in

ωMinimum rating threshold

Rating

ωPublic (web site)

ωPrivate (potential buyers, sellers and lenders)

ωScheduled

ωReporting to government/utility

Disclosure



Public and Private Disclosure

ωTriggered by set dates

ωReported to government

ωData published publicly

ωBroad market penetration

ωComparable data sets

PUBLIC

DISCLOSURE

ωTriggered by transactions

ωData flows directly to 
counterparties

ωPotentially smaller cost to 
government

PRIVATE

DISCLOSURE

District of Columbia
New York City

California
Washington State

Austin, Texas
Seattle



Innovative Policy Design

Energy audits

ωAustin (multifamily), New York 
City

ωRCx in NYC

ωExemptions for ENERGY STAR, 
LEED in NYC

Upgrades

ωAustin (multifamily), New York 
City and Washington (public)

Asset and operational 
ratings

ωWashington, DC

Utility benchmarking 
assistance

ωCalifornia

ωAustin

ωWashington

ωSeattle

ωChicago

Disclosure to current 
tenants and lenders

ωCalifornia, 
Washington 
(lenders)

ωSeattle (tenants)



Comparison of CommercialMandates

Enacted Building types Disclosure Also required 

California 2007 Nonresidential 
Point of Transaction: Buyers, lessees 

and lenders 
Utility assistance 

District of Columbia 2008 Nonresidential Annual to public web site

Disclosure of energy use 

estimations for new 

buildings 

Austin, TX 2008 
Nonresidential + 

multifamily 

Point of Transaction: Buyers + public 

display for multifamily 

Energy audits + some 

retrofits for multifamily 

Washington State 2009 Nonresidential 
Point of Transaction: Buyers, lessees 

and lenders 

Utility assistance; 

minimum ratings for 

state leases 

New York City 2009 
Nonresidential + 

multifamily 
Annual to public web site 

Energy audits & retro 

commissioning 

Seattle 2010 
Nonresidential + 

multifamily 

Annual to city + Point of Transaction: 

Buyers, lessees , lenders + current 

tenants

Utility assistance 



Leveraging Rating

ÅPerformance leasing minimums

ÅWashington State

ÅFederal Government (EISA 2007)

ÅBusiness

ÅRating minimums for government funding

ÅCreating a feedback loop

Building 
design & 

construction
Asset rating

Operational 
rating

Accountability 
and improved 

code 
compliance


