International Building Research

S L Ll e e U T L PR e PR L A T LT L PR PP

Prof. Arch. Thomas Spiegelhalter
R.A. ACE, LEED AP : :
Florida International Universi T - ..................................
Miami : : :

Stuttgart, Sept. 19, 2010



e Between 1982 and 2003
the rate of urbanization in
the U.S increased by

48%

 Developed land accounts
for 437.054,40 thousand
km2, or 5.6% of total land = -
area in the U.S. while | ST

urban land is projected to %)
increase from 3.1% in “}Q\

. - "
2000 to 8.1% in 2050

‘v v - _'.v
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 The average population density of the U.S.is 31 (E.U. 134)
people per km2, the average population density of
metropolitan areas is 124 people per km2 while the
population density in New York is 3150 people per km2.
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Transport-related energy consumption

Gigajoules per capita per year
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the BRIEFING ROOM the AGENDA the ADMINISTRATION - ABOUT the WHITE HOUSE rGOVERNMENT CONTACTus

Energy Plan Overview

 Create Millions of New Green Jobs

 Ensure 10 percent of Our Electricity Comes from Ren  ewable
Sources by 2012, and 25 percent by 2025.

 Deploy the Cheapest, Cleanest, Fastest Energy Sourc e — Energy
Efficiency.

 Weatherize One Million Homes Annually.

e Reduce our Greenhouse Gas Emissions

80 Percent by 2050

* Implement an economy-wide cap-and-trade
program to reduce greenhouse gas emissions 80
percent by 2050.

 Make the U.S. a Leader on Climate Change.




EXECUTIVE AGTIONS

2. Direct the DOE to work with ASHRAE, the U.S. =
Green Building Council, the American Institute of
Architects and other stakeholder organizations to
develop zero carbon model national building codes.

All new and substantially remodeled commercial
buildings should attain this goal by 2025 and all
new/remodeled residential buildings by 2030.

The codes should require that starting in 2010, all
new construction (residential and commercial) must

use 50 percent less energy than

regional averages. These targets should
adjust downward to achieve net zero by

2025/2030.



the BRIEFING ROOM t

e |nvest in a clean energy economy and
create 5 million new green jobs:

e Invest $150 billion over 10 y ears to advance
the next generation of biofuels and fuel
Infrastructure, accelerate the commerciali-
zation of plug-in hybrids, promote develop-
ment of commercial scale renewable energy,
Invest in low emissions coal plants, and begin
transition to a new digital electricity grid.
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nergy economy

e next generatic
rastructure, accel

"In 2009, all signs point to an
infrastructure that is poorly
maintained, unable to meet
current and future demands,
and in some cases, unsafe," the
ESCRCEL report said.

- i

http://www.infrastructurereportcard.orq/




Essential Backaround

Documerttation

Meetings

Kyoto Protocol

Cooperation & Support

Adaptation

National Reports

GHG Data

GHG Data - UNFCCC
Data sources
Tirne series - Anrex|
GHG profiles.
Drietailed data by Party
Comparizons by gas
Comparisons by category
Flexible queries
Glokbal map - Anrex |

kP Data- UNFCCC
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‘Online Help.
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Methods & Science
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||#|| Changes in GHG emissions including LULUCF (%)
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Status of Commercial Energy Codes
No nationwide mandatory Energy Code! A of April 6, 2010

l“":r ;‘f‘f‘ﬁ e h -y . [ | American Samoa
et O I I Guam -
b - I N. Mariana Islands | ] AsHRAE 90.1-2007/2009 IECC, or equivalent
[ Puerto Rico [ ASHRAE 301-2004/2006 [ECC, o equivalent
M U.S. Virgin Islands | B y4er or less stringent than
* Adoption by countyfjurisdiction above state mandated minimum | ﬁ:m ﬁ::mmﬂc

Building Technologies Program Home | EERE Home | U5, Depatment of Energy



Status of Residential Energy Codes
No nationwide mandatory Energy Code! A of April 28, 2010

[ | American Samoa

I Guam -
I N. Mariana Islands
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Building Technologies Program Home | EERE Home | LS. Depatment of Energy
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(SustainOLane

People-Powered
Sustainability Guide

Green Jobs

About the Study

| Overall Rankings

Reviews

| Study Categories

| city Index

City Rankings

| Stories & Perspectives

2008 US City Sustainability Rankings

Cities are listed by their 2008 Rankings order. Mumbers in parentheses () denote 2006 Rankings.

1. Portland, OR (1) 18. Albuguergue, MM (19) 35. Charlotte, NC (34)

2. San Francisco, CA (2) 19. Atlanta, GA (38) 36. Houston, TX (39)

3. Seattle, WA (3) 20. Kansas City, MO (18) 37. Fresno, CA (33)

4. Chicago, IL (4) 21. Ban Jose, CA [23) 38. El Paso, TX (31)

b Mew York, NY (8) 22 Tucson, AZ (200 39. Fort Waorth, TX (45)

6. Boston, MA (7) 23 Jacksonville, FL (38) 40. Mashwille, T (42)

7. Minneapolis, MM (10) 24 Dallas, TX (24) 41_ Arlington, TX (41)

8. Philadelphia, PA (8) 25 Omaha, MNE 37) 42 Long Beach, CA (30)

9. Oakland, CA (5) 26. San Diego, CA (17) 43. Colorado Springs, CO (26)
10. Baltimore, MD 113 27. Mew Orleans, LA (32) 44 Indianapolis, IN (45)

11. Denver, CO (9) 28 Los Angeles, CA (25) 45_ Virginia Beach, VA (48)
12. Milwaukee, WI (16} 29. Louisville, KY (35) 46. Memphis, TM (43)

13. Austin, TX (14) 30. Columbus, OH (50) 47_ Las Vegas, NV (27)

14. Sacramento, CA (13} 31_ Detroit, MI (43} 48. Tulsa, OK (40}

14. Washington, DC (12) 32. Phoenix, AZ (22) 49. Oklahoma City, OK (48)
16. Cleveland, OH 23) 33. San Antonio, TX (21) 50. Mesa, AZ (47)

17. Honolulu, HI {15) 34. Miami, FL (29)



1. Portland, OR
2008 CITY CHART

...aims to be a "20 Minute City"
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5. New York City, NY

2008 CITY CHART
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50. Mesa, AZ
2008 CITY CHART

SustainLane 2008 US City Rankings (2009 -/[/www.sustainlane.com/us-city-rankings/overallrankings>



Air Quality City Commuting City Innovation
1. Honolulu, HI 1. Washington, DC 1. Portland, OR
2. Portland, OR 2. Boston, MA 1. Chicago, IL
3. Mew Orleans, LA 2. Mew York, NY 1. Seattle, WA
48 Long Beach, CA 4? Virginia Beach, WA 41 Long Beach, CA
49. Los Angeles, CA 49 Louisville, KY 42 Fort Worth, TX
80. Fresno, CA A0. Arlington, TX 42 Colorado Springs, CO
See All » See All » See All »
Energy & Climate Change Green Building
1. San Francisco, CA 1. Portland, OR 1. Portland, OR
1. Seattle, VWA 2. Washington, DC 2. Seattle, WA
1. Paortland, OR 3. Atlanta, GA 3. Sacramento, CA
41_ El Paso, TX 48. Arlington, TX 48. Viirginia Beach, VA
42 Arlington, TX 49 Tulsa, OK 49 Tulsa, OK
43. Oklahoma City, OK A0. Memphis, T A0. Memphis, TM
See All » See All » See All »
Housing Affordability Knowledge & Communications Local Food & Agriculture
1. San Antonio, TX 1. Portland, OR 1. Minneapolis, MM
2. Fort Worth, TX 1. Seattle, WA 2. Cleveland, OH
3. Arlington, TX 1. Mew York, NY 3. Boston, MA
48 Long Beach, CA 41 Arlington, TX 48 Dallas, TX
49. Los Angeles, CA 42 Colorado Springs, CO 49. Virginia Beach, VA
50. San Francisco, CA 43. Long Beach, CA 50. Arlington, TX
See All » See All » See All »
Metro Street Congestion Metro Transit Ridership MNatural Disaster Risk
1. Cleveland, OH 1. Mew York, NY 1. Mesa, A7
2. Kansas City, MO 2. Chicago, IL 1. Milwaukee, Wl
3. New Orleans, LA 3. Long Beach, CA 3. Cleveland, OH
45 Washington, DC 48 Omaha, NE 48 Oakland, CA
49. Long Beach, CA 49 Tulsa, OK 49. New Orleans, LA
49. Los Angeles, CA 50. Oklahoma City, OK 50. Miami, FL

See All » See All » See All »



Planning & Land Use Tap Water Quality Waste Management

1. New York, NY 1. Kansas City, MO 1. San Francisco, CA
2. San Francisco, CA 2. Portland, OR 2. Long Beach, CA
3. Portland, OR 2. Louisville, KY 3. MNew York, NY
48. Detroit, M| 4. Nashville, TN 47. Albuquerque, NM
49 Fort Worth, TX 45 Las Wegas, NV 48. Colorado Springs, CO
50. Oklahoma City, OK 46. Los Angeles, CA 49 MNew Orleans, LA
See All » See All » See All »

Energy and Climate Change

<< City Innovation | Green Building ==

Policy, Programs, Performance

SustainLane primary research in this category analyzed:

City greenhouse gas tracking and carbon emission inventories
Carbon emission reduction goals

Cwerall renewable energy use
Percentage for each city's alternative fueled vehicles as part of the total vehicle fleet was credited to

cities with such fleets of greater than 12 percent of total fleet

+ Additional credit was given to cities that had formally signed onto the US Mayor's Climate
Protection Agreement begun by Seattle Mayor Greg Mickels, had instituted significant,
wide-ranging mitigation or adaptation programs, or had mounted significant city-wide planning
efforts as of December 2007.

" & & &



Building

A- eQ

AS DESIGNED

What's Your Net-Zero Energy ]
Building EQ? e

B

ASHRAE -
Pilot Program ™%

@ aﬂuﬁleg-mhwwma http://buildingeg.com/

v bulldingEQ com

BUILDING ENERGY QUOTIENT

The: Budlding Energy Cuotient™ indicates how much energy this Building uses per squane oot Date of lssue: June 15, 2009
Therle1er rating indicates Tow this building compares te o fypical bulding and how dose the s Designed Date Sy 1, 2004
busilding i% 10 i1s technical goteniial —the chosor benet-riro snergy or A, the better, In Operation Date:

As Desigred: Irdicates §e estimatid ety conmmption ol this bulding as desgned. Ewlding Location:

In Operation: Euficales tyo e gy consmmption of ths building n s use 1761 ullinr Cirele HE

Allanta, G303 LS
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U.S. GREEN BUILDING COUNCIL
&ﬂ& LEED Education Resources News & Events Committees Chapters Membership | 3 |:| Search

/ ! / LEED Projects Directory /

Jse this section to look up members, locate LEED Accredited Professionals, or view specific LEED projects. To get started, click on the directory you'd like to search in
the bar below; Memhers, LEED AP, or LEED Projects.

[fyou eannot find what you are looking for, please e-mail info

orcall 1-800-795-17 47 (outside the United States, call 202-T42-3793).

hembers LEED AP LEED Projects & Case Studies Directory

LEED Projects & Case Studies Directory

Certified Project List Registered Project List

Simply click on the Search button for a complete list of cedified projects or enter specific search criteria for & fitered list, To view a more comprebhensive look at how
certain projects were certified, vist the Project Profiles page

Search Criteria
City: | |

StaterlJS TerritondCanadian |
Province:

V]

Country:

--Select-- E“

|
Project Name: | |
|

Froject Owner:

Cerification Level: --Select-- D

Frojects wf Case Studies Only: OYES @ Mo

LEED Rating System: LEED CI 1.0 {Pilots Only)
LEED I 2.0
LEED 5 1.0 (Pilats Onby]
LEED 5 2.0
LEED EB 1.0 (Pilats Only)

* Usze the Ctrl or &pple key to select multiple LEED Rating Systems



NEW CONSTRUCTION, Source nbi,

Final Report 04/08

| CBECS: 91 |

Measured EUI

= —llC ld~Plat|num 51

Interim 2030 Office: 47 I I

E.U.-Low-Energy Building
0 4¥ 60 (metered, boundary) - 100 KWh/m2e¢*a /
® Certified 19 - 30 kBtu/ft2*a |

igure ES B | J -Passive House
4.75 kBtu/ft2*a (13 kBtu/ft2*a)

1ergy Type Buildings




NEW CONSTRUCTION, Source nbi,
/ShowFile.aspx?Document|D=3930 Final Report 04/08

All Metrics 4
Energy Star I 60

Modeling | [N 91

Actual Usage 121

NC Total |[some response no response 552

0 100 200 300 400 500 o600

Number of Buildings

Shows the portion of these buildings for
which the various data types were
available




At the extreme, several LEED certified buildingsus e more energy
than the predicted code baseline modeling, as shown in the
comparison of measured vs. proposed savings percent ages below.

100% -
o e Certified
75% 1 m Silver
Gold-Platinum
50% -
1=
25% -
0%

These buildings use
-25% @} € more energy than the
code baseline!

50% 4@

-15%

<- Measured Losses | Measured Savings ->

=
-100% +———F =

0% 25% 50% 75% 100%
Proposed Savings %




CALIFORNIA REPUBLIC

 The California Green Building
Standards Code (or CALGreen) will go
Into effect January 2011.

« CALGreen (Commercial) with LEED
BD+C,

« CALGreen (residential) with Build it
Green and LEED for Homes.



CalGreen & LEED Livinc

CALGreen Non-Residential comparison to LEED for Building Design & Construction 2009

Documents

version 1.0, September 1, 2010

CALGreen Non-residential Building Code gg LEED Building Design & Construction 2009 Rating System

CALGreen Section CALGreen uirements Summa 5 g LEED Credit

5.1 Planning and Design Sustainable Sites

5.106.1 Storm water pollution prevention All projects must have a SWPPP plan that meets State 5Spl Construction Activity Prerequisite: All projects must have a SWPPP plan that

(SWPP) plan National Pellution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES). Y Pollution Prevention meets State NPDES. ¥
15.106.4 Bicycle parking Provide bike racks for 5% of projected visitors within 200° SS 4.2 Bicycle Storage & Provide bike parking for 5% of all building users within
of building entrance and secure bicycle parking for 5% of N Changing Rooms 200 yards of building entrance, plus showers and M
motorized parking capacity. changing rooms for 0.5% of FTE's.

5.106.5 Designated parking Provide stall marking for low-emitting, fuel efficient, and S5 4.3 Low Emitting & Fuel Provide preferred parking and signage for low-emitting
carpool/van pool vehicles; approximately 8% of total M Efficient Vehicles vehicles for 5% of spaces; alternately provide N
spaces. altermative-fuel stations, vehicles, or vehicle-sharing.

15.106.8 Light pollution reduction Exte hting automatic reduction / shut-off
Zomn m exterior lighting power density limited by
with I“d r hting zone to IESNA 90.1-2007 limits. Y
foot & vertical footcandle limits at property line.
|[5-106.10  Grading and paving = Emvironmental y
buil a
5.2 Energy Efficien i H
5.201 El‘lﬂ'ggvefﬁciﬂ‘lcv (‘:r:inimum Mee u ual I t y 5 us ta I “ah Ie e: Minimum 10% reduction compared to ¥
standard) o 105, Title-24-2008, or ASHRAE 90.1-2007.
5.3 Water Efficiency and Conservati 23 .r’rﬂ SItES
5.303.1.1 Water meters: buildings over Sep nfa
50,000 sq. ft. pro;

5.303.1.2 Water me?ers: excess Sub zzjfrﬂ n/al

consumption con

5.303.2 Indoor water use: 20% savings Red 3 e: Minimum 20% water use reduction for

N 209 M ate" al 5 & kitchen faucets, water closets, urinals, pre- | M
fow r valves, and residential showers.

5.303.2.1 Multiple showerheads serving Mul of a residential shower compartment is

one shower mal RE'E uurces water in total for each 2500 sqg. in. of floor area. M

5.303.4 Wastewater reduction Red neration of wastewater by 50% or provide on
inst m% ﬁ - water treatment to tertiary standards. ¥
criti
o Effici ency

i i i,

5.303.6 Plumbing fixture standards Higl E 'Ergy- & ,B ){] nfa
refe

5.304.1 Outdoor water use: Water budget Wat stion compared to average water use for
vt Atmosphere .
Effii
lan o

5.304.2 Outdoor potable water use Suk 2? .Hr'l} n/al
1,00

5.304.3 Irrigation controllers Provide weather or soil moisture based controllers that Smart controllers would contribute to WE 1.
automatically adjust in response to plants’ needs as M M
weather conditions change.




TH E N ATI u NAL U 8. F"J'IHEDN MENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
EPA BUILDING Working off the Waste with ENERGY STAR®

. :L _ presents c 0 M P ET ITI D N Fallow along as 14 buildingscompeta 10 reduce their energy use the most!
About ENERGY STAR » News Room - FAGs » J[JU3 Search :

ENERGY STAR ™ Froduce ™= omo provomont |~ How omes [Tl oo ksources

Home = Buildings & Plants = ENERGY STAR Labeled Buildings and Plants

Buildings & Plants
auigelinesforErersy - ENERGY STAR Labeled Buildings and Plants
Management
: _ Search below for a list of facilities that measurably cost less to operate and improve the quality of our ervironment. These are not demonstration

-[0015 & Resources facilities, but rather real world buildings and plants resulting from prudent energy management strategies and proven technologies.

ibrary
Expert Help :1ﬂrﬁﬂ3 ENERGY ET#-R Buildings & F'I:ar.ﬁs. Labeled Buildings represent 1,858,344,035 square fest
Commercial Building ‘ ' e * Top 25 Cities with Most ENERGY STAR [ abeled Buildings in 2009 @ (168KB)
Design Find - ENERGY STAR | abeled Buildings 2009 Only ]
Green Buildings Facilities a - Report- A Decade of ENERGY STAR Buildings

Getting Started for...

Government Select Facility Types (10803 Total). . B
Healthcare S VP )
Higher Education Select Label Year [EI Ll Only facilities with detailed profiles
Hospitality/ T Gtk -
Entertainment L Al Siates [3 i
Industrial o — .
K-12 Check to find facilities by organizations that own and run them.
Real Estate! - S :
Multifamily g ;ﬂw?ﬂs o Centerpointe - Building 1
Retail St Al S

; || Senice & Product Providers 1 Centerpointe Drive
Small Business = ey - = > 0500101
Congregations —— La Palma, CA D0623
Service & Products | FIND =5 Map it} Profile
B Or Try Alternative Searches: P
Utilities & Energy Organization & Facilty Name | Strest Address
Efficiency Program See next group of facilities

Sponsors View labeled facilities located outside .5, states or territories




1. 5. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGEN

aste with ENERGY STAR®

Select Faﬂl“t‘yl' Types (10803 Total)...
Commercial Buildings (10743)

N

/%

ENERGY STAR .

Bank/Financial Institution {192}
Courthouse (78)

Data Center (1)

Hospital (Acute Care or Children's) (104)
Hotel (419)

House of Worship (9)
K-12 School (3207)

npete to reduce their energy use the most! G0 =

Search E

Buildings & Plants Hor Medical Office (54)
. Office (4123) —_— . =
s o e T eence HallDormitry (52 Facilities Eligible to Earn the ENERGY STAR*
Seg Retail (759)
Tools & Resources faci  Supermarket/Grocery (1676) Commercial BLI”E”I'IEIS Industrial Plants

Library

Warehouse (Refrigerated) (5)

Warehouse (Unrefrigerated) (64) Bank branches Auto E]SSEFI"Ibhp’

Expert Hel
g g Industrial Plants (60} Courth C t plants
Commercial Building Auto Assembly (15) ou : DUISES EmEf.'I plan .
e Cement (24) Dormitories Container glass manufacturing
. Frozen Fried Potato Processing (3) . . .
Green Buildings Petroleum Refinery (8) Fman_clal centers Flat glas§ manufacturing .
Pharmaceutical Manufacturing (7) Hospitals Frozen fried potato processing
Getting Started for... WWet Corn Milling (3) Hotel i .
e | Select Facility Types (10803 Total) fil _ Uite processing
g Houses of worship Petroleum refineries
Higher Education Select Label Year [~ | "] oniyfaciliiel|  K-12 lschﬂm? F’harmaceut.mal manufacturing
Haspitality/ Siales Medical Offices Wet corn mills
Enermmett IAII S;.ates Offices
Industrial e —— .
B R i o that Retailers
Real Estate/ |—1 F  Ouners Supermarkets
Retail

Small Business

Congregations ,
i -3 See next group of facilities
Semvice & Products A FIND E'l} ,.Il
Providers OF Try Allerative Searches
Utilities & Energy Oroanization & Facilty Name | Street Address
Efficiency Program
Sponsors

Water/Wastewater




TABLE 1 2003 CBECS' National Average Source Energy Use and Performance Comparisons by Building Type
Average Source EUP verage Percent | Average Site EUI
Building Use Description? {Kbtu/Sqft) Electric {Kbtu/SgFt)

Education 63% 76
K-12 Schoo See Target Finder / Portfolio Manager

College/University (Campus-level B3% 120

Food Sales 681 86% 225
Grocery Store/Food Market See Target Finder / Portfolic Manager

Convenience store (with or without Gas Station) 753 90% 241

Food Service 786 598% 351

Restaurant/Cafeteria 612 53% 302

Fast Food 1306 84% 534

Health Care: Inpatient (Specialty Hospitals, Excluding Children’s) 468 47% 227
Hospital (Acute Care, Children’s) See Target Finder / Portfolio Manager

Health Care: Long Term Care (Nursing Home, Assisted Living) 255 54% 124

Health Care: Qutpatient 183 72% 73

Clinic/Other Qutpatient Health 219 76% 84

Medical Office

See Target Finder / Portfolic Manager

German Low-En:rgy Educational Building?

120 KWh/me*a / 38-40 kBtu/ft2*a

ENERGY STAR
2009




Architects and Green Building

Public Perception of Green
Buildings

Benefits of Going Green
What Cthets Ave Doing

= AR

=Palicy Makers

= Colleges and Universties

= Design & Construction
Inclustey

Wikt Policy Makers Can Do
Architects Can Help

Communicating With the Media

[OO0lKIt

AlANA J 9 L

] design | community

Architects ancd the Political Process

Architects impact the lives of every man, woman and child.

Architects nesd a strong voice on a wide range of izsues from community design to
transportation planning, energy and water consumption to education and histaoric preservation,
houzing and building codes to green building standards and construction permitting, public
procurement and project delivery to professional icensing and continuing education.

The only weay architects will be heard on these izsues is to spesk with one voice €' with the
graz=srootz strength to back it up. Architects need to be active padicipant= in the policy-making
process. That can be done hoth as citizens and through the American Institute of Architects.

Fone are the days when architects quietly sat hack, alowing others totake the lead. Architects
have a vizion for America &' and the Al haz & bold, agaressive new izzue agenda that reflects
our walues az well 32 our practice needs:

m Sustainable, healthy, livable communities.

m Mew incertives for affordable housing, green buildings, historic preservation and
Browentield renewal.

m Energy and water conzerwvation.

m Better, safer schools and civic spaces.

= Affordable heatth insurance for small businesses.
= |ighility lawws that minimize lawsuit abuse.

B Reduced permitting delays.

m Clear buildings codes and accessihilty guidelines.

= Sound licensing regulations.

It'z titne to act. After all, if we don't 3" who will?

How to Get Involved in AIA Grassroots Advocacy

www.aia.org
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Process Jewish Reconstructionist Congregation

Finance .

Land Use Overview

Tﬁﬁ-e-l;aﬂd e e Location: Evanston, IL

:Mé%é?iéls 2.dlding type(s): Community, Daycare, Other, K-12
: cation, Assembly, Library

}%g%c:'sEnwronment w construction

31,600 ft2 (2,940 m2)

Project scope: a single building

Urban setting

Completed February 2008

Rating: U.S. Green Building Council LEED-NC,
v.2/v.2.1--Level: Platinum (53 points)

Ratings and Awards
Lessons
Learn More

R
i

Home | Help

The new synagogue for the Jewish Reconstructionist
Congregation (JRC) in Evanston, Illinois, replaces the group’s
] original building and is located adjacent to a residential area,
P O E S public park, community center, and tracks of the Skokie Swift
commuter train. The design balances the limitations of a small site

with an ambitious program that promotes worship, education,
and community objectives. Photo credit: Steve Hall, Hedrich Blessing

Cld RN .

Offices, early childhood classrooms, and a chapel occupy the first floor; the religious school and library are on the second
floor; and a sanctuary, social hall, and kitchen are on the third floor. This strategy allowed cost-effective construction of
high-volume space for the sanctuary.

JRC's commitment to the principle of tikkun olam—Hebrew for "repairing the world"—is manifest in the building's
architecture. On a modest budget, the synagogue achieved a LEED Platinum certification, a primary goal of its board of
directors. JRC has become a community leader, demonstrating benefits of green design.

This project was chosen as an AIA Committee on the Environment Top Ten Green Project for 2009. It was submitted by
Ross Barney Architects in Chicago, Illinois. Additional project team members are listed on the "Process” screen.

Environmental Aspects
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US legislative efforts must be nation-
wide based on actual, yearly, mea-

sured building energy performance
rather than on modelled assumptions

or samples from exceptional national




 There is an urgent need in the US (like
for other countries as well) for

1. new, globally comparable,
benchmarked building energy
performance policies and indicators
based on comparable life cycle
scenarios.

o 2. disclosure laws for improved
energy performance for new and
existing buildings to meet short,
medium, and long term goals of the
2030 carbon neutral challenge of the
AlA are also warranted.

Image Source: Solar Decathlon. org
Since 2002 - 8 vears




3. Actual building energy use and GHG
rating displays should be nationwide
emulated in the United States.

Without clear nationwide standards for
new buildings and major upgrade
requirements for existing buildings,
the US will never be able to reduce
significantly GHG emissions.

4. GHGs emissions measuring against
resource and GHGs reduction targets
annually on an objective global
benchmarking scale should be tied to
nationwide energy use of the UNFCCC
carbon emissions counting and
ranking.

Image Source: Solar Decathlon. org
Since 2002 - 8 vears



e This is already partly practice in the

United States with the Energy Star
Portfolio program, but it is so far

only a relative national ranking  (the
top 25%), as opposed to an absolute
global benchmarking scale.

If the US wants to get serious about
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