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Overview of Asset Rating in the ™™
United States

w There Is a need for asset ratings

w Simple efficiency indicator for both new and existing buildings

w Energy modeling already being done for codes, standards (LEED) and
Incentives (commercial building tax deduction)

w Can help code compliance

w Interest by policymakers has not translated into policy

w Required in District of Columbia
w California developing guidelines for asset label
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Barriers to Asset Rating

w Cost and Complexity

w Requires building experts to run simulations
w Very expensive to require for existing buildings

w Accuracy

w Calculated performance corresponds with measured performance? Ofte
not the case
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Overview of Operational Rating in ™™
the United States

w All mandates to date require operational ratings

w ENERGY STAR Portfolio Manager is a driver
w Most laws require annual rating

w Operational ratings not based on energy audit

w Some cities (New York, Austin) requiring energy audit separate from
ENERGY STAR rating



=
Institute
for Market

Transformation

About ENERGY STAR

OME No. 2060-0347

H STATEMENT OF ENERGY PERFORMANCE
Office Sample Facility

Bullding ID: 1678084
A2-month Perod Ending: May 31, 20090
gibi 28,

For
ENERGY STAR [eaakes ine

Date SEP Generated: Auguat 27, 2000

A Statistical scalecompared to
other buildings rather than set = e B
benchmark =R S e

smith@jamith.com

Year Bullt: 2000
Gross Floor Area (f7): 53 232

Energy Performance Rating? (1-100) &5

Site Energy Use Summary?
. . Electricty - Grid Purchase{ktu) 2.288,770
A Natural Gas (kBiu)* 1,162,996
Free, online and nontechnica o i
]
Energy Intensity*
Site (kBtuftahyr) 85
Source (MBtuft2r) 166
Emisslons {based on site enengy usa)
Greenhouse Gas Emisgions (MICO,efyear) 400
Electric Distribution Utllity
Duke Energy Carclinas, LLC
Natlonal Average Comparison '_W
Average Site EUI 102 on the condiions cbaerved at fe
A Source EUL 261 mt::fmyus:.:'mm.lut:fy“m
% Blﬁue.;m from National Average Source EUI -36% .ent‘ b“rs‘ “"“mmn""‘
Bulding Type Offis with the PE Guide.
for il Professional Engineer
oot ndusty Indoer License Number: 0000203
State: NC
Ventilation for Acceptable Indoor Alr Quality Yes John Dos
A Yes 33 Country Lane
Adequsie Buminaton ¥y Charlotie, NC 28337
- 5555551
et
Lhorks tha ENERIC bt i famERL
i ——
5 ki,
L PUAE e, and IE50
e = R S A

[EPA Form 5900-18 Tracking Number: SEP200008270001037162
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Consumption Survey (CBECS)

Office 1,134
Mercantile 1,021
Education 820
Health care 554
Lodging 510
Warehouse and storage 456
Food service 427
Public assembly 370
Service 312
Other 286
Food sales 251
Religious worship 163
Public order and safety 126
Vacant |5

| | | | |
0 200 400 &00 800 1,000 1,200

Trillion Btu

SOURLCE: Eﬂ:rn.- Infarmation Administrasion, Commercial Euild.i.ng: El:-erm''l:.'a:|n.'n.|.:r|.|:||:i|:|r|.."'u.1.|'l.=|:J.I I:[IEE.C:'.'E:I, "ﬂ"n.lhingmn. [
Deparment of Energy, June 2006, Table CLA. As of press tme:
www.cla.doe,poviemew/checs/checs 2005 devalled_rables_200¥ deralled_rables_2003 hml




Premiums for ENERGY STHABReled buildings e
over nonlabeled buildings
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Options for Operational Ratings'%;gggg
Cost vs. Accuracy

w Building energy audit
w Requires site visit by energy auditor
w More thorough but more expensive than useputted model
w Auditor can issue recommendations for improvement
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Cost vs. Accuracy

w Userinputted data (ENERGY STAR model)

w Lower cost and quicker than an audit
w Uses more assumptions and generalizations than audit



Options for Operational Ratings'“%;gggg
Cost vs. Accuracy

w Simple data + thirgbarty verification

w Under development in United States

w Standard method to collect, normalize and report operational energy
data

w Confirmed by site visit of thirgarty
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Asset and Operational Ratings
Working Together

w Having both ratings is desirable
w More valuable than the sum of the parts
w Gives operators a benchmark for potential performance
w Increased accountability for simulation inputs = better asset ratings
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Asset and Operational Ratings
Working Together

w Completes the feedback loop

Accountability
Asset rating . Opgﬁ;‘gnal for all parties

Building

design & -

construction

and greater
efficiency
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Building Rating in the European
Union

w Energy Performance of Buildings Directive

w Adopted by European Parliament in 2002
w Came into force in 2003

w Requires buildings in all Member States to have ener

certificates at the time of construction, sale and lease
w Affects residential and nonresidential buildings

w Does not specify between asset and operational labels

w Does not specify label design
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Lessons from Europe

w Need standard calculations and baselines
w Energy ratings not comparable between Member States

w Need for more recognition of top achievers

w Compliance and enforcement must be robust
w Poor compliance in many Member States

¢ Political agreement on EPBD Recast in November 20



w Compliance in United

Kingdom very poor

w Source: National Energy Services
study of EPC compliance during
marketing of a commercial building
for sale or lease in October 2009 to
February 2010. February sample set
totals 1,084 buildings on the market
for at least 6 months i€umbria
Buckinghamshire, East Sussex and
Leicester.
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Lessons from EuropeCompliance

Of the 150 commercial properties researched as part of our study in the East Midlands, the results

are detailed below:

COMMERCIAL PROPERTY CATEGORIES

RESULTS RESULTS %
EPC lodged on Government's Reqister 35 23%
No EPC lodged on Government’s Register 87 58%
No UPRN on Government's Register 28 19%

Of the 206 commercial properties researched as part of our study nationwide, the results are

detailed below:

COMMERCIAL PROPERTY CATEGORIES RESULTS RESULTS %
EPC lodged on Government's Register 66 32%
MNo EPC lodged on Government's Register 85 41%
No UPRN on Government's Register 55 27%
TOTAL COMPLIANCE FOR COMMERCIAL PROPERTIES IN DECEMBER 2009 28%

Study by Elmhurst Energy Services completed in 2009. Survey of commercial properties in the United Kingdon
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Label in Ireland



