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Executive Summary

The United States Energy Information Administration revealed several findings in its 2012 
Commercial Buildings Energy Consumption Survey (CBECS)1: there are a total of 5.6 million 
commercial buildings in the U.S.; commercial floor space has grown from approximately 70 
billion square feet in 2003, to 87 billion square feet in 2012, a more than 30% increase; 
and that 41% of total U.S. energy consumption can be directly accounted for by commercial 
and residential buildings.2 

Given the vast nature of energy consumption in this particular sector, there has also been a 
gradual increase of public awareness in energy efficiency, as well as in the potential savings 
associated with reduced consumption. 

Energy Management Software (EMS) enables increased building optimization, reduced 
energy usage, and lowered cost and time spent. Implementing EMS can deliver real 
measurable results and savings; however, despite potential savings of $160 billion annually, 
most of these savings remain unrealized.3 

In the spirit of providing more information and transparency in the industry, MACH Energy 
conducts one of the largest annual surveys of building professionals to determine: 

1. Individual goals in implementing EMS: Is there a clear trend towards sustainability, 
or is cost reduction the highest priority?

2. Which factors are most important to each individual in the running of their buildings? 
Some examples of these factors include tenant comfort, benchmarking require-
ments, ENERGY STAR score, etc.  

3. The importance of EMS, and if installed already, which particular features and 
tactics are the most useful? 

We employed the following methodology to gather objective and accurate data to deliver 
a better understanding of the state of the industry. We surveyed close to 700 building 
professionals, representing individuals from all states and major metropolitan areas. The 
survey targeted segments with buildings of mostly over 50,000 square feet, in the following 
verticals: 

1. Commercial multi and single tenant office
2. Corporate facilities
3. Government, including municipal, federal, as well as military 

1 http://www.eia.gov/consumption/commercial/
2 Energy Consumption Data for Commercial Buildings is available at: http://www.eia.gov/con-
sumption/commercial/reports/2012/energyusage/index.php
3 McKinsey’s report “Unlocking Energy Efficiency in the U.S.”
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4. Retail, and
5. Residential (managed properties, not single residences) 

These individuals were polled through an online survey with questions specifically tailored 
to their stated job title as well as current state of energy management implementation. 

Our deepest thanks go out to all our survey respondents for taking the time to complete 
the questions. In doing so, they offered us the opportunity to obtain in-depth insights into 
the state of energy and building management. If you have any comments or questions 
about this research and its methodology, please feel free to give us a call or send us an 
email, we’d be very happy to begin a dialogue with you. 

Wei-En Tan, Ph.D, VP Research    
Yiqing Zhao, Market Researcher, LEED Green Associate
Laura Sallette, Energy Analyst
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Survey Conclusions, Methodology

MACH Energy Research conducts an annual research survey on the best practices of 
building management in commercial real estate, with a focus on operational and efficiency 
improvements. Our survey’s goal is to obtain a detailed understanding of operations and 
best practices, including frequency, diversity of methods, and tactics employed to run 
commercial buildings. We offer in-depth and comprehensive insight that is touched on 
in comparative industry studies, such as Ecova’s EMS adoption survey4, whereby it was 
determined that there has been a 23% increase in adoption rate of such systems from 
2013 to 2015. 

This year, we had close to 700 total number of respondents. When compared with 2015’s 
report, there was a drop of a little fewer than 100 respondents. This can be attributed not 
to lagging interest, but because we decided to separate out respondents who worked in the 
hotel industry. Most questions were identical. After 2015’s poll, we refined and reworded 
several questions that were not easily understandable. An appendix with the complete 
list of questions asked is included. 

Year over year results yielded interesting observations.

1. Our 2015 survey revealed widespread industry confusion over Energy Management 
Software, with over 70% of respondents indicating that they did not understand the 
difference between a Building Management System (BMS) that typically involves a 
high capital commitment and includes control functions, and Energy Management 
Software (EMS), a tool that is much more cost-effective than BMS and offers data 
analytics to overlay with a BMS controls system. In 2016, this number decreased 
to 43%. This rise in awareness of EMS and its benefits could be partially due to 
increased activity and movement of EMS companies reaching out to the industry. 

2. Compared to 2015, 68% of survey respondents reported that their “duties had 
increased.” This may be a corollary of increased EMS awareness — EMS allows 
for increased operational efficiency and task automation (such as energy budget-
ing and variance reporting), enabling users to save time and take on additional 
responsibilities (or “increased duties”) despite reported decreases in building team 
size. In a perhaps related question, 37% of respondents indicated spending less 

4 Ecova Value of EMS Survey: http://www.ecova.com/news-media/press-releases/ecova-survey-re-
veals-more-companies-are-using-energy-management-systems.aspx
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than 2 hours a month on energy management compared to the 44% from last year’s 
survey, whereas 27% spent 2-4 hours a month on energy management, nearly the 
same at 26% last year. 

3. In 2015, saving cost was the motivation for reducing energy usage. Similarly, this 
year, 47% of respondents chose energy costs as the main reason for using an EMS 
to reduce energy use. An interesting inversion was observed: In 2015, sustainability 
(eg. LEED) and ENERGY STAR scores were 2) and 3) respectively with 17% and 
13%. This year, LEED and ENERGY STAR Scores remained in the top 3, but their 
positions were reversed, with 20% indicating improving ENERGY STAR scores was 
a priority. This change in priorities could be attributed to the upcoming changes 
in ENERGY STAR. We conducted a webinar in early 2016 with ENERGY STAR and 
the City of San Francisco5 that presented some of the possible changes due to the 
tabulation of 2013 CBECS and predicted that many buildings will see their ENERGY 
STAR scores go down once the changes are implemented. This, coupled with 
city and state benchmarking initiatives, could be the reasons for ENERGY STAR 
supplanting LEED and sustainability in the ranking of drivers. Some states have 
changed benchmarking requirements such as those being proposed in California 
as the state transitions from AB 1103 to AB 802. Nationally, the principal bench-
marking tool is still ENERGY STAR’s Portfolio Manager. The shift in priorities could 
also indicate a focus on operational optimization and cost reduction of existing 
buildings, compared to sustainability efforts designed to attract tenants, as 
shown by 35% of respondents that chose “management and ownership pressure,” 
versus the 4% that chose tenant pressure.

Other observations on EMS features: 

• Increased interest in tenant billing 
We presented the question with two different phrasing styles and found an in-
creased affirmative interest in automated tenant billing or its equivalent function. 
This year, 45% of the respondents collectively indicated “yes,” while last year the 
percentage was 29%.

• Respondents seek a “ubiquitous management system”

• “Intuitive to use” is a separate feature mentioned only this year. 67% of respondents 
regard it as their favorite EMS feature, followed by “reducing energy” and “real time 
monitoring,” each at 59%.6 

5 http://www.machenergy.com/2016/03/03/mach-energy-webinar-highlights-from-ener-
gy-codes-to-daily-energy-management/
6 Respondents could select up to three features in the corresponding survey question.
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Appendix

Respondent Profiles: Reaching Out to the Building Level

Have your duties increased in the last two years?

We polled and received responses from close to 700 professionals nationwide in the 
building and facility management industry. As intended, the majority of respondents 
— approximately 66% — work primarily at the building level and comprise mostly of 
Property Managers, closely followed by Facility Managers and/or Directors, with a small 
percentage of Sustainability Managers and Office Managers. There were also a significant 
number of responses from Building Engineers, Asset Managers, General Managers, and 
Engineering Managers.

When asked about building or facility related responsibilities, 68% respondents felt their 
duties had increased in the last two years.  
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Building Profiles

Forty-seven percent of the buildings managed by our respondents were over 250,000 
square feet, while 14% of the surveyed buildings were less than 50,000 square feet. 
Twelve percent of our respondents’ buildings were mixed portfolios. Commercial Multi-
Tenant Office Buildings, together with Single-Tenant Commercial Buildings and Corpo-
rate Buildings, made up 55% of all buildings that our respondents managed or worked 
with. 

Seventy-three percent of all buildings reported by our respondents are over 50,000 
square feet, presenting a distribution very similar to our previous year’s survey.

mailto:contact@machenergy.com
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Adoption of Energy Management Software
(Not Building Management Systems)

A slightly higher percentage – 46% vs. 44% – of respondents affirmed that they had 
energy management software in their buildings and/or facilities. More information 
is revealed when we compare the energy management software listed this year with 
those listed last year. Among the 2015 survey respondents that reported having an “Energy 
Management Software” (“EMS”), nearly 70% listed having a “Building Management 
System” (“BMS”) instead of an actual standalone energy management software. This 
percentage has decreased to just a little over 40% this year, potentially indicating a 
closing knowledge gap in the marketplace regarding various building energy management 
solutions, and a growing awareness of energy efficiency. 

***For the purposes of this question, survey also included customer respondents, who are 
statistically much more likely to respond than non-customers.
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Energy Management Software: Features & Benefits

Of those surveyed, “Easy to use, intuitive” was the favorite feature about their energy 
management software with 67% of all respondents citing this preference. This was fol-
lowed by “Reduces energy costs” and “Real Time monitoring capabilities.” This survey 
question provided insights into the market’s expectation of a smooth user experience 
when choosing energy management software.

mailto:contact@machenergy.com
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Improvements Needed for Energy Management Software

When respondents were inquired about improvements needed within energy management 
software, the top 3 issues were: the lack of design for water/gas/steam (17%), a lack of 
automated tenant billing or submetering capabilities (16%), and the inability to provide 
expense and dollar impact reporting (14%). The percentage of those who report the lack 
of tenant billing actually decreased compared to last year’s result. Surprisingly, a more 
detailed look at the write-in responses under “Other” revealed that 58% were in fact 
expressing satisfaction with their energy management software.

mailto:contact@machenergy.com
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Most Important Energy Management Software Benefits

When survey respondents were asked to choose the three most important benefits of 
energy management software, a resounding 71% cited that it helped them to reduce 
energy costs by 5-10% annually, a 4% increase from the previous year. The ability to track 
and measure the impact of changes in building operations and validate savings on capital 
projects was the second most popular benefit at 39%, up from 31%, while 35% believed 
energy management software allowed them to easily track their monthly budget and 
expenses, a notable 10% decrease from last year. Helping complete monthly energy, 
sustainability, and financial reporting was reported at 30%, up from 17% last year, while 
helping increase ENERGY STAR scores decreased from 40% in 2015 to 30% in 2016. In 
2016, 29% chose the ability to save time on energy-related responsibilities, up from 21% 
last year. This year introduced the benefit of enabling sub-metering capabilities, which 
was perceived as the least popular benefit at 22%. 
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Report Preferences and Usage Habits

When inquired as to how often users log in to their web-based property management 
software packages, slightly more than half (55%) respondents reported 5 times a week 
or less. Twenty-three percent log in more than 10 times a week, while 22% log in more 
than 20 times a week. When asked about the preference between pushed email reports 
compared to logins, a slight majority (54%) preferred pushed to logins (46%). Perhaps 
the near equal amount of those who chose pushed emails were also those who reported 
logging into their software packages 5 or fewer times a week, assuming that the ease of 
personalized email reports delivered straight to their email is preferable to logging in to 
retrieve the same information.
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We approached the automated tenant billing question differently this year by phrasing 
the question in two ways. In the first approach of the question, we directly asked if our 
survey participants would be interested in “Automated Tenant Billing.” Next, we tested 
our respondents’ knowledge of mandatory sub-metering ordinances in their local juris-
dictions, and then reworded the “Automated Tenant Billing” feature as a “cost effective 
solution that automated part of the process and accelerated invoicing.” By first collating 
the two survey question responses and then comparing the collated results to our last 
year’s, significantly more respondents this year would like an automated tenant billing 
function in their energy management software. Last year, only 29% of respondents wanted 
tenant billing, while 47% were on the fence and chose “Maybe.” This year saw a 16% increase 
in the desire for automated tenant billing as we tried to increase engagement in participant 
opinions on the issue.

Automated Tenant Billing
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Building Level Opinions on 
Regulatory Sub-metering Mandates

New York recently passed mandates requiring sub-metering. In light of these recent 
policy regulations, we asked our survey participants if they believed that sub-metering 
may be required by law at some point in their own jurisdictions. Interestingly, less than 
half – 45% – of respondents believed so, even though sub-metering ordinances have 
been increasing across the nation in recent years.
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As previously mentioned, we followed up the question regarding survey participant opinions 
on regulatory sub-metering mandates by asking ”If no above, and cost of communicating 
meters are considered prohibitive, would a cost-effective solution that automated part of 
the process and accelerated invoicing be of interest?” Further analysis of these questions 
and answers shows how the perception of local regulation can easily influence a need for 
specific energy management solutions and features. Combined with the previous direct 
tenant billing question, this may indicate that energy management software need to clearly 
explain their features and what they can offer. 

A Closer Look at Opinions on Regulatory Mandates 
and Software Features
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Tactics to Run Buildings More Efficiently

Respondents ranked the three most important tactics to efficiently running buildings or 
facilities as using a building management system (BMS) (38%), using energy manage-
ment software (18%), and sub-metering tenant spaces (14%). Additional tactics included 
working with utility representatives (13%), using ENERGY STAR data (12%), and other 
resources (5%). Compared to last year’s survey results, there seemed to be a slight 
increase in choosing building management system by 6%. However, the top 3 most 
valued efficiency tactics remained the same even after a year.
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Highest Energy Related Priorities

Reducing energy costs was again the highest energy-related priority weighing in at 47% 
of responses, while improving ENERGY STAR scores was 20%. Additional priorities in-
cluded sustainability (such as LEED) at 31%, improving tenant metering and cost recovery 
efforts (15%), and measurement and verification (M&V) of energy projects (11%). Four 
percent of responses showed that none of the above are priorities, while 3% remarked 
that they had other priorities not listed. The motivation to improve ENERGY STAR scores 
may be attributed to local and state regulatory requirements or mandates. Additionally, 
ENERGY STAR participants are benchmarked against their peers, potentially creating a 
positive feedback loop that promotes ongoing score improvement. Another interpreta-
tion is that LEED may be perceived as an intensive and costly process that results 
in a one-time gain, whereas ENERGY STAR may be associated with an increasing 
understanding that operational improvements require long-term monitoring and 
constant adjustments in a comparative environment. 

As 35% of survey respondents stated that “management and ownership pressure” was 
the impetus for considering an energy reduction program (versus pressure from tenants 
at 4%), we may posit that building teams prioritize day to day operational improvements.  
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Thirty-seven percent of those surveyed spent 0-2 hours a month on energy management 
activities such as ENERGY STAR updates, variance reporting, billing, etc. Twenty-seven 
percent spent 2-4 hours a month on these activities; 15% spent 4-6 hours; 17% spent 
more than 6 hours; while the remaining 3% answered outside of this time range. The 
limited amount of time spent may be attributed to running an effective energy manage-
ment system that required less manual work and time from users. Conversely, survey 
respondents may not have the resources or time necessary to pay attention to energy 
management activities. 

Monthly Time Effort on Energy Management Activities 
(Budgeting, ENERGY STAR updates, variance reporting, billing)
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Currently Used Methods to Reduce Energy Expenses

When we asked the survey participants what methods they used to reduce energy ex-
penses, operational improvements (i.e. running buildings more efficiently) was still the top 
method at 35%. The second most popular way to reduce energy expenses was through 
capital projects 20%, while implementing demand response came in third at 17%. Energy 
supply contracts received 16% of responses, and working with a utility representative 
received 11%. A small number of only 1% chose other methods. 
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Reasons for Having an Energy Reduction Program

Last year, the top two reasons survey respondents considered a program to reduce 
energy usage were to reduce expenses (51%) and improve ENERGY STAR scores (28%). 
This year, both reasons increased about 20%, with expense reduction garnering 75% and 
improving ENERGY STAR scores as 48%. The third most important reason people consid-
ered a program to reduce energy usage was attributed to pressure from management 
or ownership at 35%, whereas last year 12% of respondents said they had pressure from 
tenants and/or management. This year, state or local benchmarking regulations increased 
from 12% up to 27%, while 7% chose other factors. The least important reason for considering 
an energy reduction program was pressure from tenants at 4%.
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About MACH EnErgy

MACH Energy Inc. is a leading provider of CRETech energy and water 
management solutions for commercial real estate property managers, 
operators, engineers, and owners. With some of the nation’s most iconic 
buildings under management, MACH counts hundreds of commercial, 
REIT, hotel and corporate building owners as customers encompassing 
hundreds of millions of square feet of properties across the country.

Contact Us

@MACHEnergyinc

www.linkedin.com/compa-
ny/mach-energy
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