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Introduction  

This paper assesses the availability of information in the US for measuring the social and environmental 
performance of real estate portfolios. It also demonstrates how this information can be aggregated into 
indices useful for comparing properties and portfolios. It is intended to assist fund managers who want 
to compile extra-financial information on sustainability and corporate social responsibility and socially 
responsible investors who want to evaluate investment opportunities. 

Responsible Property Investing  

Almost a decade ago, Mansley (2000) predicted that property would join the main debate on socially 
ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎƛōƭŜ ƛƴǾŜǎǘƛƴƎ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ άƛǘ ƛǎ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ŦǊƻƴǘƭƛƴŜ ƻŦ Ƴŀƴȅ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ŀƴŘ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘŀƭ ŘŜōŀǘŜǎ..Φέ {ƛƴŎŜ 
then, research on the built environment has only served to reinforce its significance for various 
contemporary issues. For example, according to the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, just 
over half the total energy related greenhouse gas emissions produced worldwide in 2004 came from 
operating residential and commercial buildings (including related electrical production) and the road 
transport of people and goods between them (IPCC 2007). The design, location and management of 
buildings clearly affect the social and environmental footprints of individuals and organizations. Junilla 
(2004) estimates that as much as 82% of the environmental impact per employee of service sector 
companies is associated with the design, location, and operation of their premises.  

Scholars, organizations, and practitioners have begun developing a field that merges the disciplines of 
property investing, building science, and urban planning into what has come to be called Responsible 
Property Investing (RPI). Academic editorial writers and book reviewers have called attention to the 
topic (Sayce 2003, Jayne 2003, McAllister 2005) and research papers have examined its dimensions. So 
far, studies have focused on the role of property in socially managed funds (Newell and Acheampong, 
2002), metrics for measuring the responsibility of property portfolios (Sayce and Ellison 2003, Kimmet 
and Boyd 2004, Boyd 2005, Boyd and Kimmet 2005, Pivo 2008), the impact of social and environmental 
issues on property valuation (Sayce et al. 2004, Lutzkendorf and Lorenz 2005), the emergence of RPI as a 
business strategy (Pivo and McNamara 2005, Pivo 2005, Rapson et al. 2007), and the attitudes of 
investors toward RPI (Pivo 2007, Sayce et al. 2007). Property investment practitioners have also been 
leaders in the field, creating viable and innovative investment opportunities and management practices 
(UNEP FI 2007, Responsible Property Investing Center 2007, UNEP FI 2008). 
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One topic that runs throughout the literature and discussions is metrics. In a series of annual 
conferences on RPI, the need for metrics to gauge the responsibility of property investments was 
emphasized repeatedly as an important priority for the further development of the field (Pivo and Wood 
2006, Arnaud 2007, Wood 2008). In a national survey of senior American property executives, 90 
ǇŜǊŎŜƴǘ ŀƎǊŜŜŘ άƛǘ ǿƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ǳǎŜŦǳƭ ǘƻ ƪƴƻǿ ƳƻǊŜ ŀōƻǳǘ ǘƘŜ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ŀƴŘ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘŀƭ ƳŜǊƛǘǎ ƻŦ ƻǳǊ 
ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘƛŜǎ ŀƴŘ ƛƴǾŜǎǘƳŜƴǘǎέ όtƛǾƻ нллтύΦ While some investment firms have begun to develop such 
measures (UNEP FI 2008), RPI metrics is still in its infancy. 

Social and Environmental Accounting  

RPI can be viewed as a branch of corporate sustainability and social responsibility (CSR). As Perrini and 
Tencati (2006) observed, άŀ ǎǳǎǘŀƛƴŀōƛƭƛǘȅ-oriented company is one that develops over time by taking 
into consideration the economic, social, and environmental dimensions of its processes and 
ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜέ.  Even though dozens of definitions of CSR have been published, they consistently refer to 
the relationship between business and the environment, society, economics, stakeholder groups, and 
ethical or voluntary conduct (Dahlsrud, 2008).  

There is growing agreement that corporations have social and environmental responsibilities, though 
less clarity on what those responsibilities should be and what information they should provide about 
their performance and activities (Atkinson 2000, Joyner and Raiborn 2005). Several authors have called 
for better tools to measure sustainability and social responsibility (Atkinson 2000, Olsthoorn et al. 2000, 
Tencati et al. 2004, Joyner and Raiborn 2005, Xie and Hayase 2007). A variety of frameworks for such 
tools so have been proposed. Many of those developed prior to 2000 were reported by Dias-Sardinha 
and  Reijnders (2001). Since then, additional proposals have been published (Szekely and Knirsch 2005, 
Brown and Fraser 2006, Hubbard 2006, Perrini and Tencati 2006, Tam et al. 2006, Xie and Hayase 2007, 
Bebbington et al. 2007 and Isenmann et al. 2007). Key recommendations from this work include the 
following: 

 Adoption of strategic objectives such as regulatory compliance, eco-efficiency, or sustainability.  

 Adoption of key performance indicators, which can pertain to management activities (e.g., 
executive commitment, disclosure, tracking systems, etc.) and/or operational inputs and 
outputs (e.g., water use, waste disposal, etc.).  

 Collecting data for the indicators through an information system that draws useful information 
from various sources. 

 Aggregation of results into overall indices of organizational performance by converting 
individual indicators into common units and weighting the relative importance of individual 
indicators. 

 Benchmarking against past performance, best practices, peers, minimum standards or longer 
range objectives. 

 Engaging stakeholder in the selection of indicators and interpretation of their results.  

 Monitoring trends over time.  

 Reporting results as part of the company annual report, special reports, or websites. 

All of these approaches offer ways to measure social or environmental results in order to better 
characterize corporate performance. Epstein and Roy (2001) also developed a system for measuring 
performance but for a slightly different purpose. Their goal was to help firms understand how 
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sustainability can affect their financial outcomes. In their framework, corporate sustainability actions 
(e.g., plans and programs) affect sustainability performance (e.g., product safety and environmental 
impacts) which in turn affects stakeholder reactions (e.g., customers and investors) and thus long term 
financial performance. As with the other systems, however, their framework depends on the 
development of an appropriate set of measures or performance metrics to implement the framework.  

Metrics lie at the heart of these measurement and reporting and systems. Olsthoorn et al. (2000) and 
Joyner and Raiborn (2005) have offered guidance for choosing good metrics. In their view, they should 
be clearly defined and understandable, measurable and objective, acceptable and responsive to 
stakeholders, consistent with organizational missions and objectives, cost-effective, comparable over 
time, and manageable in number. They should also be collectible and workable by using available data 
sources. Unfortunately, as noted by Koellner et al. (2005), compared to financial information, corporate 
environmental and social accounts are uncommon, making it difficult to find the needed information. 
Not all researchers recommend settling for existing information though. In the field of environmental 
indicators, work has focused on both data-driven and theory-driven approaches (Niemeijer, 2002). Data-
driven work exploits existing data to best measure environmental performance while theory-driven 
approaches establish the theoretically optimal approach for future data collection. Nonetheless, any 
system of metrics depends on finding useable data if it is to be implemented.  

Property M etrics  

As with any sector, sustainability and responsibility in real estate will require metrics of social and 
environmental performance. So far, a standard set has not been defined (Pivo 2005). Before that occurs, 
agreement must be reached on what constitute the most important criteria for assessing responsibility 
in the property sector. Initial work on this was undertaken by Pivo (2008) who used a Delphi group 
process to rank possible criteria. Possible criteria were ranked by an international panel from the real 
estate and social investing sectors in terms of their materiality for financial performance and their 
importance to the public interest. The process was consistent with the call by Fraser et al. (2006) for 
participatory approaches to identifying sustainability indicators. The Delphi process produced a ranked 
set of criteria, grouped under ten broader dimensions, which were also ranked by importance. Overall, 
the panel put the greatest weight on measures that promoted less auto-dependent and energy efficient 
cities where worker well-being and urban revitalization are priorities. Table 1 summarizes the results of 
that study. Dimensions are listed in order of importance as are the indicators within them. 

A conclusion of the project was that once there is agreement on the criteria, databases and collection 
methods will be needed to provide the information necessary to evaluate the thousands of properties of 
interest to investors. Methods that collect and analyze data on many buildings at once must be 
developed as well as means for comparing buildings and portfolios to one another and possible 
benchmarks. 

The present work builds on these findings and conclusions. In particular, it shows where useful data can 
be found to measure properties according to the criteria recommended by Pivo (2008) and how those 
data can be combined into an RPI index suitable for property- and portfolio-level comparisons.  
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Data Sources and Qualities 

For each of the criteria in Table 1, a search was conducted for relevant indicator data sources. Resources 
used for the search included university library databases (e.g., Lexis-Nexis Academic Universe and the 
¦ƴƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅ ƻŦ aƛŎƘƛƎŀƴΩǎ Statistical Resources on the Web), internet search engines (e.g. Google and 
Yahoo! ), federal information clearinghouses (e.g., the National Geospatial Information Clearinghouse 
and FedStats) and federal agency websites. Priority was placed on information that could be accessed 1) 
on line, 2) by any user, 3) free of charge, 4) from a reputable source, 5) using search parameters 
available to most individuals (e.g., a property address), 6) for all types of properties (e.g., office, 
industrial, etc.) and 7) for any properties anywhere in the USA. Information was collected on all 
potential sources, whether or not they met these priorities. 

Free and public information was emphasized so all kinds of individuals and organizations could 
participate in the evaluation process, from corporations to individuals, regardless of their financial 
resources. Atkinson (2000) has pointed out the reticence of corporate decision makers to divulge 
ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘŀƭƭȅ ǎŜƴǎƛǘƛǾŜ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴΦ !ǎ ƘŜ Ǉƻƛƴǘǎ ƻǳǘ άŎƻǊǇƻǊŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƘŀǾŜ ƭƛǘǘƭŜ ƛƴŎŜƴǘƛǾŜ ǘƻ ǊŜǾŜŀƭ 
environmental dataΧƻǊ ǘƻ ǊŜǾŜŀƭ ΨōŀŘ ƴŜǿǎΩ ƛƴ ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭΦέ !ƭǘƘƻǳƎƘΣ ŀǎ ƘŜ Ǉƻƛƴǘǎ ƻǳǘΣ a company may 
want this information for its own internal purposes, it is important for external stakeholders to have 
access to information about properties portfolios so they can make their own investment decisions. 

Table 2 lists the sources that were found and related details. All together, workable sources for 64 
indicators were identified. In Table 2, the first two columns list the indicators, their source and their 
location on the World Wide Web (without http and www prefixes).  Columns 3-7 give further details 
about the data. Column 3 indicates whether or not it is free to the public, Column 4 lists the information 
needed to query the database, Column 5 indicates whether batch processing is available (i.e. whether 
queries can be run for more than one property at one time), Column 6 shows which types of properties 
are covered, and Column 7 indicates whether data are available for all US locations. Column 8 
categorizes the indicator according to whether the indicator describes a characteristic of a property or a 
property owner and whether property-level indicators pertain to location, use, performance, design, or 
management practices. Finally, Column 9 examines five specific data qualities, discussed below. 

Several overall observations can be made about the results:  

1) At least one indicator is available for all but one of the dimensions listed in Table 1.  Local Citizenship 
and Social Equity/Community Development have the fewest available, with none or one. Several 
indicators are available for the most important dimensions (those with highest Grand Mean scores 
on Table 1 and listed first in Table 2).  

2) As the importance rating for criteria increases, as indicated by quartile groupings in Table 1, the 
supply of indicators increases as well. In particular, useable indicators were found for 57%, 44%, 
12%, and 2% of the 4th, 3rd, 2nd and 1st quartile criteria, respectively, listed on Table 1. Overall, 
useable indicators were found for nearly 30% of the criteria.  

3) National datasets are unavailable for many of the criteria given in Table 1. Table 3 lists those for 
which database could not be found. The relative importance of these criteria is indicated by the 
ranking quartiles from Table 1, given in parentheses. The most highly rated criteria without national 
data included whether a property is located in a mixed-use neighborhood, its level of daylighting 
and ventilation, flexibility to adapt to changing uses, regulatory compliance, water conservation, 



5 

 

recycling, and aesthetics. Clearly, all the information needed for a comprehensive set of priority 
indicators is not yet available from easily accessible national sources.   

4) There were three types of sources: federal sources (e.g., US Census Bureau), free non-federal 
websites (e.g., Walk Score and Google Earth), and subscription-based information services (e.g., 
CoStar Group). There are free sources (either federal or non-federal) for nearly every dimension.   

5) Most sources simply require an address (or company name) to query the database. Occasionally a 
latitude/longitude or census tract or block group number is required. Free online sources are 
available for obtaining this information from any known address. They are listed at the end of the 
table.  

6) Only a few sources support batch processing. Without batch processing, data queries must be done 
one property at a time, increasing the time required to collect the information.  

7) Most of the information is available for office, industrial, retail, and multifamily buildings. Where 
there are gaps, multifamily housing is most commonly affected. 

8) Full national coverage is available for most indicators.  
9) The most information is available for features that pertain to property location. It is much more 

difficult to find online information about design features and management practices. This limits the 
options for property managers to improve their ratings using these indicators. While portfolio 
managers can do so by acquiring and disposing of properties with poor locational attributes, asset 
and property managers have fewer options for improving their portfolio performance using this set 
of indicators. Unfortunately, management practices, design, and engineering explain a good deal of 
the social and environmental performance of properties. A set of indicators that is weak in these 
areas cannot be considered comprehensive.     

Data quality is a key consideration. As Weidema and Wesnæs (1996) point out, the reliability and thus 
the applicability of assessments depends on the quality of the original data. Weidema and Wesnæs 
(1996) have developed a series of data quality indicators which were used to assess the quality of the 
information reported in Table 2. According to their approach, five data quality issues should be 
considered:  

 1) Reliability of measurements and verification. Some data are provided by voluntary contributors and 
not fully checked for accuracy. An example would be the data on transit, childcare, and other services 
reported by the CoStar Group.   

 2) Completeness of samples.  Some data are collected at the discretion of contributors. This can produce 
incomplete results. For example, buildings that qualify for energy star labeling may not be labeled 
because their owners did not apply for recognition. 

 3) Temporal correlation between the time period being assessed and when data were collected. Certain 
data are collected infrequently, reducing its correlation with present conditions. An example is the 
decennial census, which was used in the travel mode indictors. Current conditions may be different from 
when the data were collected due to improvements in transit levels of service since the date the census 
was taken. 

 4) Geographical correlation between the spatial unit being assessed and the location represented by the 
data. Some indicators measure overall conditions in a geographic area and the results for the geographic 
area may not accurately reflect conditions for specific buildings within it. For example, census-tract level 
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data represents average conditions across a large area and may not accurately gauge conditions at a 
particular address. 

5) Further technical correlation. This includes aspects of correlation, other than temporal or 
geographical, such as whether the data actually represent the process of concern.  For example, for 
safety issues, exposure to natural hazards (e.g., proximity to earthquake shaking) is less important than 
risk of damage or injury (i.e., how well a building is designed to respond to shaking).  But national data 
are only available on hazards, which must be used as an imperfect proxy for risk.   

For each of these five issues, Weidema and Wesnæs created a 5 point scale (with 1 being highest) for 
rating indicators. Their system was used to rate each indicator in terms of all five data quality issues. The 
results are given in Column 9 of Table 2. According to the analysis, 38 (59%) of the indicators have no 
quality limitations, 3 (5%) have one, and 23 (36%) have more than one. Any such concerns should be 
considered data users when interpreting the results.   

Index Construction  

 A small four building portfolio will be used to illustrate how these data can be combined into indices 
useful for comparing the RPI performance of properties and portfolios.  The method generally follows 
procedures recommended by Krajnc and Glavic (2005) for comparing companies on sustainability 
indicators. In this case, comparisons are made between properties and portfolios rather than 
companies, but their method is adaptable to this purpose.   

Table 4, Column 1 lists the dimensions and indicators used in the example. For simplicity, eight 
dimensions are used with two indicators for each. Until a standardized set of indicators becomes 
available, analysts will be free to select indicators that they feel best meet their needs. Considerations 
may include data availability, data quality, property type, strategic objectives, and stakeholder priorities. 
The methodology for building indices illustrated here can be used with any number of dimensions and 
indicators.  Ultimately, however, it would help facilitate comparisons and benchmarking if widespread 
agreement could be reached on a standard set of indicators to be used throughout the RPI industry.   

Column 2 gives weights signifying the relative importance of each dimension and indicator. Each 
dimension is given a weight (shown in boldface) to indicate its importance relative to the other 
dimensions and each indicator is given a weight to indicate its importance relative to the other 
indicators within its dimension. Each set of weights (i.e. all the dimension weights and all the indicator 
weights within a single dimension) must sum to 1.0. Krajnc and Glavic discuss using an expert panel and 
a pairwise comparison technique to derive weights. This technique asks each panelist to rate the 
importance of every indicator or dimensions relative to all other indicators and dimensions. In the 
present example, their technique was not employed. Rather, the weights were assigned based on 
findings from Pivo (2008), which used a somewhat different expert group process to judge the relative 
importance of RPI dimensions and indicators considering both their materiality to financial performance 
and their importance to the general public interest.  As  Krajnc and Glavic point out, these weights can 
be difficult to establish with sufficient accuracy. However an attempt should be made to judge the 
relative importance of the dimensions and indicators and quite possibly more than one weighting 
scheme could be used to reflect differing priorities unique to particular stakeholder groups. 
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Columns 3 ς 7 give the raw scores given to each property for each indicator. The numbering system used 
to identify each property was a whole number and decimal, with the whole number indicating the 
portfolio it is was in and the decimal indicating a building number within the given portfolio. For most 
indicators, the measurement scale used in the raw scoring was binary, indicating whether or not a 
property had the particular characteristic described by the indicator (1=yes, 0=no). For other indicators, 
however, various scales are used, depending on the scale used by the data source, such as 0 to 100% for 
the percent that drive alone to work,.  

In order to allow the scores for the various indicators to be aggregated, they had to be expressed in the 
same units. This required two formulas; one for indicators of positive performance, where a higher 
number was preferable (e.g. whether a property was Energy Star labeled, with yes=1 and no=0), and one 
for indicators of negative performance, where a lower number is preferable (e.g., whether a property 
was located on prime farmland, with yes=1 and no=0). This was done using a procedure adapted from 
Krajnc and Glavic (2005) which converts all raw scores to a common scale of 0.0 to 1.0 with 1.0 with 
larger numbers representing better performance. The procedure used equations (1) and (2): 

    (1) 

   (2) 

where  is the normalized indicator i for positive indicators for property p,   is the normalized 

indicator i for negative indicators,   are the raw scores for for positive and negative 

indicators, respectively, and min  and max are the minimum and maximum possible score for a given 
indicator. 

The normalized scores produced with this procedure are given in Columns 7-10. As shown, all the 
normalized scores are now measured on a scale of 0 to 1 with higher values always equal to better 
performance.  With this complete, the normalized value for each indicator was weighted by multiplying 
the normalized score by the weights from Column 2. The products of this step are given in Columns 11-
14. The weighted indicator scores were then subtotaled by RPI dimension to obtain a weighted RPI Sub-
Index ŦƻǊ ŜŀŎƘ ǇǊƻǇŜǊǘȅΩǎ ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜ in each dimension. This procedure used equation (3): 

  (3)  

where is the RPI Sub-Index for dimension j of property p and  is the weight for indicator i. 

The results are given in the Ǌƻǿǎ ƳŀǊƪŜŘ άSub-Indicesέ in Columns 11-14. These values represent the 
relative performance of each property in terms of separate RPI dimensions. They are also shown in 
Figure 1. 

In order to compute an RPI Composite Property Index, the RPI sub-indices for each property were 
multiplied by the weights for each dimension, given in Column 2, and then summed. This produced the 
Composite Index shown in the last row of Columns 11-14 and in Figure 1. This procedure used equation 
(4): 
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   (4)  

where is the RPI Property Composite Index for property p and  is the weight for dimension j. 

Notice how the composite index was very similar for all four properties even though the properties 
varied considerably by dimension. This underscores the importance of examining disaggregated data for 
composite indices, particularly for stakeholders who are more interested in particular issues. This has 
been referred to as the non-compensatory issue in criteria aggregation, where good performance in 
some criteria cannot compensate for bad performance in others (Koellner et al. 2005). In this case, for 
example, property 1.1 outperformed relative to other properties on Less Auto-Dependence and 
underperformed on Environmental Quality.  

The next and final stage of the analysis was to compare the two portfolios. Two steps were taken to 
accomplish this. First, a weighted average of the dimension sub-indices for the properties in each 
portfolio was computed using each propertȅΩǎ proportion of the total portfolio square footage as its 
weight. This weighting scheme ǿŀǎ ƛƴǘŜƴŘŜŘ ǘƻ ƳƻǊŜ ŀŎŎǳǊŀǘŜƭȅ ǇƻǊǘǊŀȅ ŜŀŎƘ ǇǊƻǇŜǊǘȅΩǎ importance in 
its portfolio ŀǎǎǳƳƛƴƎ ǘƘŀǘ ŜŀŎƘ ǇǊƻǇŜǊǘȅΩǎ ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ǘƻǘŀƭ ǇƻǊǘŦƻƭƛƻ ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜ ƛǎ ŀ ŦǳƴŎǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ 
size. This step was accomplished using equation (5): 

    (5)  

where is the RPI sub-index for dimension j of portfolio z and  is the proportion of total square 

footage represented by property p in its portfolio.  The results are given in Columns 15 and 16. Finally, 
an RPI Composite Index for each portfolio was computed following equation (6), which uses the same 
procedure as equation (4), except the sub-indices for portfolios were used instead of the sub-indices for 
properties:  

   (6) 

where  is the RPI Composite Portfolio Index for portfolio t. The results of this last step are given in 
the bottom row of Columns 15 and 16 and Figure 2. As with the Property Composite Index, the 
Composite Portfolio Index allows the overall RPI performance of portfolios to be compared. But again, it 
masks the variability in performance at the dimension-level. By comparing the disaggregated results, it is 
possible to see the relative strengths and weaknesses of portfolios. This can be facilitated by displaying 
the dimensional results from Figure 2 in the form of a radar plot, as shown in Figure 3. The radar plot 
more clearly illustrates how Portfolio 1 is stronger that Portfolio 2 in Health & Safety and Environmental 
Quality while Portfolio 2 is stronger in Energy Conservation, Less Auto Dependence and Urban 
Revitalization. One further step that can be taken would be to add minimum and planned performance 
levels or other benchmarks for each dimension to the radar plot to allow current performance to be 
compared to separately derived benchmarks, as suggested by Bonacchi and Rinaldi (2007).  

Care should be taken when interpreting portfolio comparisons to take into account their varying 
objectives that could explain difference in their RPI performance (Koellner et al. 2005). For example, 
some may consider it unreasonable to expect a portfolio of industrial properties to compare favorably to 
an office portfolio when it comes to issues such as proximity to parks or plazas which may be infeasible 
in industrial districts. However this remains an open question that will require further research into the 
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specific indicators that are most appropriate for different property types and how to approach 
comparisons across different types of portfolios.  

Conclusion 

This paper has identified and assessed data sources for measuring the social and environmental 
performance of US real estate portfolios and demonstrated how the data can be aggregated into RPI 
indices useful for comparing properties and portfolios. These results help further develop what has 
come to be called Responsible Property Investing (RPI) by addressing the increasing demand for useable 
RPI metrics. Other researchers have made progress on measuring corporate sustainability and 
responsibility but little has been done to date that is directly related to the property sector. As with 
these other efforts, metrics lies at the heart of social and environmental accounting and reporting 
systems and useable data must be found if these efforts are to succeed. 

Building on prior research that identified dimensions and criteria for RPI, this study found sources for as 
many as 64 separate indicators obtainable from online sources that can be queried using a property 
address or other universally available locational information.  While at least one indicator is currently 
available for all but RPI dimension, multiple indicators are available for the most important dimensions, 
which would allow them to be measured in more than one way. Fifty-seven percent of the most 
important criteria can be measured with nationally available indicators. Many, though not all, of the 
available indicators can be obtained from sources that are free to any user, cover properties of various 
types in all locations, and use data that have few or no data quality issues.  

One concern that emerged from the analysis is that more information is available for location-related 
indicators, as opposed to property-level management or design information. This means that while fund 
managers can improve the RPI performance of a fund in terms of these available indicators by acquiring 
more properties in more favorable locations, asset and property managers can do less to improve RPI 
performance because they cannot change the locations of their properties. A rating system heavily 
weighted to locational indicators would thus give asset and property managers fewer options for 
enhancing the RPI performance of their activities. Nonetheless, some indicators are available which do 
capture operational and management practices, so property and asset managers are not without 
opportunities to contribute to improving the RPI performance of properties and portfolios.  

Another concern is that there are no national databases that can be used to measure a number of RPI 
issues, such as water use, property safety, or handicapped access. Some of the issues without related 
data are among the most important for RPI, such as water conservation and building flexibility. To fill 
these gaps, individual owners could supplement the national data set by collecting additional 
information on their own until better databases can be constructed. This is essential if aggregated RPI 
indices are to cover all of the most important RPI issues.      

Few of the identified indicators can be measured using batch processing techniques, so it takes time to 
compile the available information on larger portfolios. Database owners could address this problem by 
programming their websites to enable batch processing or by providing an application programming 
interface to support requests made by third party users.   

Once the information is compiled, their performance on a variety of indicators can be aggregated into 
meaningful indices at the property or portfolio level. However, when the indices combine the 
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performance of multiple dimensions (e.g., energy, environment, community development, etc.) into a 
single comprehensive measure, information on differences at the dimensional level is eliminated. This 
can be important to stakeholders who may be more concerned about some dimensions than others and 
it would be valuable, therefore, to present dimensional performance using a radar plot or another 
comparable method. 

One last concern is that data quality is not always as reliable as it could be. Common problems appear to 
be related to the age of the data, the geographic specificity, and the completeness of coverage. The 
later is perhaps the most common problem because some databases rely on voluntary and discretionary 
contributions by property owners or their agents. More systematic collection efforts could be developed 
to address these concerns. 

The results of this paper are important because they give a roadmap to RPI analysts and executives who 
wish to assess the extra-financial performance of properties and portfolios. Asset owners can ask their 
asset managers to compile this information, fund managers can use it to improve reporting and 
management of corporate sustainability and responsibility, and socially responsible investors can use it 
to independently screen and rate REITs and private equity funds as long as they can obtain the 
addresses of the properties that comprise the investment. 

Further progress with RPI metrics can now proceed along several lines. First, fund managers can begin 
using these datasets on an experimental basis to further assess their usability. Second, those interested 
in standardizing RPI reporting can discuss the adoption of an industry-wide protocol that identifies 
which of these available indicators should be used by all analysts wishing to follow a common process. 
Third, data gaps and quality concerns can be addressed by encouraging existing database owners to 
address the concerns or by organizing new data collection efforts, such as a water use benchmarking 
system based upon the EPA Energy Star model.  And fourth, these data on non-financial attributes can 
be combined with data on financial performance, such as those collected by the National Council of Real 
Estate Investment Fiduciaries and BOMA International, to allow the creation of national benchmarks for 
RPI and research into the relationship between RPI and financial performance.     

Ultimately, these data and related research and development activities will allow property investors and 
managers to more rationally consider the social and environmental performance of our building stock. 
There are few elements of our society that are more central to such issues. Of course, the debate will 
continue about how far investors should go to address these concerns on their own and they will 
continue being driven by financial interests, stakeholder pressures, and internal leadership skills and 
priorities. But without practical sources of information for social and environmental metrics it will be 
difficult to make much progress at all toward more responsible and sustainable property investing. 
Hopefully, this project will be just one of many aimed at strengthening the metrics that lie at the heart 
of this issue.  
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