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O Utl I n e Transformat ion

C Overview of U.S. Commercial Rating

C Rating and Disclosure Encouraging Energy
Efficiency

C Challenges and Lessons

C A 2010 Framework for States and Cities
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_Rating + Disclosure Mandates
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B Existing Rating + Disclosure.  Under Consideration

Public Buildings Only B Existing Residential Disclosure
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Washington State
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Benchmarked - 739 buildings, 74.5 million SF*
® Potential - 2,200 buildings, 100 million SF

*0OBenchmarkeddé data from EPA Energy Star Snapshot Spring 200lp0 report. oOF
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Benchmarked - 563 buildings, 54 million SF*
® Potential - 9,000 buildings, 150 million SF+

*0OBenchmarkeddé data from EPA Energy Star Snapshot Spring 2010 report. oOF
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San Francisco
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Benchmarked - 801 buildings, 65.3 million SF*
® Potential - 5,150 buildings, 114 million SF

o0oBenchmarkedé data from EPA Energy Star Snapshot Spring 2010 report. o0Pc
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Benchmarked - 3,000 buildings, 400 million SF*
® Potential - 22,000 buildings, 2.5 billion SF

*0OBenchmarkeddé data from EPA Energy Star Snapshot Spring 2010 report. oOF
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How does Rating and Disclosure
Encourage Efficiency?

A Helps us understand building performance
A Smarter policies, effective incentives, better building operations

A Increases accountability for building energy performance
A Feedback loop among architects, engineers, operators and tenants

A Wil identify gaps in modeling and inform outcome -based codes
to regulate actual building performance, not just predictions

A Market mechanism to increase enerqgy transparency in
buildings and encourage retrofits and good management

A U.S. existing commercial building stock: 80 billion SF
A Energy performance is a blind spot for building consumers

A Market candét val ue

what |t does
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A Familiar Concept

e SN h Bill’s Passage
Menu Labeling to Go National, Thanks to Health B1
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US Law to Make Calorie Counts
Hard to Ignore
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EPA Fuel Economy Estimates




Building Energy Rating and Disclosure
Cycle of Improvement

Ratings for all

buildings
| (Ratmgs disclosed to

Efficiency of existing | market

building stock \
continuously improves
&

Owners improve Market compares |
efficiency to help building
competitiveness performance

~ Market rewards

energyefficient
property with more
business
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Market Premiums of Energy Star -labeled

U.S. Commercial Buildings
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= Rental Rate Premium 15.50% 11.60% 3.30% 5% 5.20% 8%
= Sale Price Premium 5.80% 0.60% 16% 3% 8.50%
“ Occupancy Premium 2.50% 6% 3% 1.30%

Seewww.imt.org/rating

-value for more information



http://www.imt.org/rating-value
http://www.imt.org/rating-value
http://www.imt.org/rating-value

Challenges M

Transformation

A Asset ratings not feasible for large-scale deployment to
existing buildings

A Involving financial community
A Need better data sets to benchmark

A Proliferation of rating systems and market confusion
A Energy Star, ASHRAE, ASTM BEPA, U.S. DOE

A Fall into same traps as Europe
A Non-standardization (regional vs. national)
A Workforce development
A Compliance/enforcement



Lessons from Europe- Compliance

A Compliance in
United Kingdom
very poor

A 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 in Cumbria,
Buckinghamshire, East Sussex and
Leicester.



