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BUILDING GREEN, SAVING GREEN: CON-
STRUCTING SUSTAINABLE AND ENERGY-
EFFICIENT BUILDINGS

WEDNESDAY, MAY 14, 2008

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
SELECT COMMITTEE ON ENERGY INDEPENDENCE
AND GLOBAL WARMING,
Washington, DC.

The committee met, pursuant to call, at 2:03 p.m., in Room
2358A, Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Edward J. Markey
[chairman of the committee] presiding.

Present: Representatives Markey, Blumenauer, Inslee, Solis,
Cleaver, Sensenbrenner, and Sullivan.

Staff Present: Joel Beauvais.

The CHAIRMAN. Welcome, ladies and gentlemen, to the Select
Committee on Energy Independence and Global Warming.

Today’s hearing is a most important hearing because it deals
with an issue that most people aren’t really aware of. Because if
you ask most people what contributes up to one-half of U.S. green-
house gas emissions, they will likely say automobiles, SUVs. But
the truth is as plain as the wall that each of us faces right now:
The building sector is responsible for up to 48 percent of our Na-
tion’s emissions. On a local level, buildings can account for an even
higher percentage of emissions. Seventy-eight percent of Boston’s
heat-trapping gases are attributable to buildings.

Energy-efficient buildings must be part of a comprehensive fight
against global warming. Efficient design, low-emission construction
materials, and decreased energy use in buildings can combat global
warming and simultaneously reduce the rising costs of lighting,
heating and cooling structures.

Energy efficiency in buildings is only a starting point. A truly
“green” building should help preserve natural resources. Water use
should be minimized. Construction materials should be nontoxic
and travel shorter distances. Appliances and furnishings should
use less energy and fewer toxic chemical compounds. Most impor-
tantly, we must ensure that all buildings receive this treatment,
whether they are new or already built, commercial or residential,
public or private.

Though measures to improve building efficiency can cost an addi-
tional $1 to $5 per square foot, consumers could get a good return
on their investment. The average green building can save 25 to 30
percent more energy than a traditional one. The overall economic
and environmental benefits of more efficient buildings are clear.
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However, the competing interests of the building sector can ob-
scure the long-term benefits. A developer may have concerns about
recovering the initial costs of green design or energy-efficient fea-
tures. A commercial tenant may not want to pay for efficiency up-
grades on a 5-year lease. A homeowner may not have the initial
capital needed to improve home efficiency, or may not be planning
to be in the house for another 10 years to get the full return on
investment.

In a recent survey, only 7 percent of the public identified build-
ings as a major source of global warming emissions. Today, we
hope to change that perception by discussing various approaches to
improving building efficiency.

The witnesses are collectively utilizing innovative local ap-
proaches, materials, mandatory codes and voluntary guidelines to
reduce this massive source of emissions. Mayor Newsom has sus-
tained and implemented a myriad of green building initiatives,
among other notable environmental efforts in San Francisco. The
Engineering Society here today, whose mission is to advance en-
ergy-efficiency technology, they have developed building and energy
codes used by local, State and Federal governments. And the U.S.
Green Buildings Council has developed LEED, one of the most
commonly used certification programs for a green building. Enter-
prise Community Partners now helps low-income housing, build-
ings with the tightest construction budgets, become sustainable in
a cost-efficient manner. And we will also hear from Dryvit, a cor-
poration working to improve the efficiency of buildings with what
they call Outsulation.

As a final note, I would also add that three of you are actually
seated, for a change, in environmentally friendly chairs. These
chairs were built from recyclable materials, created using alter-
native energy, and can be nearly fully recycled as well.

We thank each of you for being here, and we look forward to your
testimony.

Let me turn and recognize the ranking member of the committee,
the gentleman from the State of Wisconsin, Mr. Sensenbrenner.

[The information follows:]
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Ask most people what contributes up to half of U.8. greenhouse gas emissions, and they will likely
say cars. But the truth is as plain as the walls that you face. The building sector is responsible for up
to 48 percent of our nation’s emissions. On a local level buildings can account for an even higher
percentage of emissions: 78 percent of Boston’s heat-trapping gases are attributed to buildings.
Energy-efficient buildings must be part of a comprehensive fight against global warming,

Efficient design, low-emission construction materials, and decreased energy use in buildings can
combat global warming and simultaneously reduce the rising costs of lighting, heating and cooling
structures. Energy efficiency in buildings is only a starting point: a truly “green” building should
help preserve natural resources. Water use should be minimized. Construction materials should be
non-toxic and travel shorter distances. Appliances and furnishings should use less energy and fewer
toxic chemical compounds. Most importantly, we must ensure that all buildings receive this
treatment whether they are new or already built, commercial or residential, public or private.

Though measures to improve building efficiency can cost an additional $1 to $5 per square foot,
consumers get a good retwrn on their investment: the average “green” building can save 25 to 30
percent more energy than a traditional one. The overall ecopomic and environmental benefits of
more efficienct buildings are clear. However, the competing interests of the building sector can
obscure the long-term benefits. A developer may have concerns about recovering the initial costs of
green design or energy efficient features. A commercial tenant may not want to pay for efficiency
upgrades on a five-year lease. A homeowner may not have the initial capital needed to improve
home efficiency, or may not be planning to be in the house for another ten years to get the full
return on the investment.

In a recent survey, only seven percent of the public identified buildings as a major source of global
warming emissions. Today, we hope to change that perception by discussing various approaches to
improving building efficiency. The witnesses are collectively utilizing innovative local approaches,
materials, mandatory codes, and voluntary guidelines to reduce this massive source of emissions.
Mayor Newsom has sustained and implemented a myriad of green building initiatives (among other
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notable environmental efforts) in San Francisco. ASHRAE is an engineering society whose mission
is to advance energy efficiency technology. They have developed building and energy codes used
by local, state and federal governments. The U.S. Green Buildings Council has developed LEED,
one of the most commonly used certification programs for a green building. Enterprise Community
Partners helps low income housing—buildings with the tightest construction budgets—become
sustainable in a cost-efficient manner. And we will also hear from Dryvit, a corporation working to
improve the efficiency of buildings with what they call “outsulation”.

As a final note T would like to add that three of you are actually seated for change in
environmentally friendly chairs. These chairs were built from recyclable materials, created using
alternative energy, and can be nearly fully recycled as well. Thank you for coming to testify on this
important issue.
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Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

Today’s hearing on green buildings touches on many of the same
issues the select committee examined during last week’s hearing on
energy efficiency. For the most part, policies that promote green
buildings is simply policy to promote efficiency in building, con-
struction, maintenance, and operations. There are several reasons
to encourage more productive uses of energy. Improved efficiency
gives us the ability to reduce greenhouse gas emissions in the near
term without enacting punishing regulations that would cripple our
economy.

According to the U.S. Green Building Council, buildings consume
40 percent of the energy used in the United States. That is more
than both the industrial and transportation sectors. Buildings are
responsible for 39 percent of CO, emissions and 71 percent of elec-
tricity consumption. As Tony Stall from Dryvit Systems will tell us
today, 80 percent of the buildings constructed before 1960 are poor-
ly insulated. Energy literally seeps through the walls of these
buildings.

It is clear that increasing energy efficiency in buildings should be
a high priority in our energy policy, but it shouldn’t be just a Gov-
ernment priority. With the potential savings in cost that these en-
ergy savings would create, I think that many building owners
would want to make these improvements.

Mr. Stall says in his testimony that his company’s insulation
product will help lower annual energy costs by 10 to 20 percent.
The Green Building Council says that energy-efficient buildings
could generate up to a 9 percent decrease in operating costs, a
nearly 8 percent increase in building values, and a more than 6
percent increase in return on investment. Who wouldn’t want to
reap those kinds of savings?

Unfortunately for my good friends in the majority party, their
legislation to date has not been where their words are. In the en-
ergy bill passed during the previous Congress, there were certain
tax credits for energy improvements that many people around the
country have taken advantage of. I am one of those that did that.
I replaced the furnace in my Menomonie Falls, Wisconsin, condo-
minium, and I have been able to recoup, in just a year and a hallf,
the cost of the additional furnace. We have not had global warming
in Wisconsin. We had one of the coldest and snowiest winters in
the last 30 years there.

However, all of these credits expired at the end of last year. And
nobody facing bad gas bills, bad electric bills or, if they heat with
fuel oil, extremely bad fuel oil bills has been able to do the type
of work that has been given the tax credit, because they don’t know
whether the tax credit will be there when the time comes to file
their 2008 tax returns.

Now, I am told that the majority party is going to put an ex-
tender bill on the floor next week. I hope it is not stuck with a
whole lot of other things that don’t relate to energy and R&D tax
credit. But the fact is that we have had almost 5 months slip by
with no tax credits for doing these good things on the books. And
that is the responsibility of the majority party, and they ought to
put their legislation where their hot air has been.
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Now, last week I said that energy efficiency can produce great
results when encouraged, but, when mandated, these policies have
the same effect as a tax. Please note that I am talking about tax
breaks rather than higher taxes directly or indirectly. And I think
the same principle applies with policies to encourage green build-
ings. The amount of savings generated by energy-efficient buildings
should be encouragement enough for building owners to make
these changes. I also think that the Federal Government can help
through R&D funding and tax credits. Additionally, establishing in-
dustry standards will go a long way toward ensuring that build-
ings, old and new, are as energy-efficient as possible.

However, the Government should not take it upon itself to be
issuing mandates for green buildings, because that will be a tax for
many. Not only that, I certainly don’t have confidence that the
Government regulators will mandate the best, most effective en-
ergy solutions. It is not a stretch to think that these regulations
will be much less efficient than the buildings that they seek to
manage; witness our off-again/on-again tax credit policy.

I think that a mechanism already exists in the U.S. economy to
encourage energy efficiency in buildings. The potential savings that
green buildings create, coupled with the rising cost of energy, cre-
ates a compelling incentive for building owners to improve the effi-
ciency of their structures.

When it comes to efficiency, free-market forces are far more effi-
cient than regulations in turning buildings green. While the regula-
tions may make buildings more efficient, only the free market and
a more enlightened tax policy can make buildings and their owners’
wallets greener at the same time.

Thank you.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you.

Again, witnesses, welcome to the debate here. You are arriving
at a historic time.

The Chair now recognizes the gentleman from Oregon, Mr.
Blumenauer.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Thank you.

I do want to assure my good friend from Wisconsin that we will
be voting for the fourth time on the extenders, that has passed the
House three times already, and I hope that we will have, finally,
some help on the part of the administration and the Senate.

I take modest exception with the notion that regulation from the
Government plays no role. Look how the brilliant market forces
have encouraged our friends in Detroit to keep pace with auto effi-
ciency standards. Not. They didn’t change for 30 years. We finally
re-established them this last year, which I think we would all be
better off had we continued to move forward.

We need a balance between regulatory process and free market.
We are going to hear from California, where there are some great
initiatives that have taken place in terms of the building codes.

I am hopeful that we, as a committee, spend more time on this,
because we are going to be replacing almost 200 billion square feet
of new offices, stores and other nonresidential construction, and we
are going to freeze that carbon footprint in place for 50 or 100
years or more.
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I am pleased with what we have done in our community. I am
hopeful we still get out to Portland to see what we have done in
terms of some of these green building initiatives.

I would like to enter into the record the Green Building Initiative
that the Portland Green Building—Green Globe’s rating tool that
I think has some merit, because we have seen that it makes a dif-
ference in our community.

[The information follows:]
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Rep. Earl Blumenauer
Statement for the Record
May 15, 2008

Mr. Chairman, thank you for holding this important hearing.

We have to get this right. By 2050, 89 million new or replaced homes as well as 190
billion square feet of new offices, stores, and other nonresidential buildings will be
constructed. These buildings will be around for 50 to 100 years, locking in their carbon
footprint for decades.

This is an area where there’s been lots of leadership at the local level. Iam looking
forward to Mayor Newsom’s testimony.

But I have to use this opportunity to brag about my hometown of Portland as well. The
Portland Office of Sustainable Development has taken the lead in promoting green
building around the City with free technical assistance for development projects,
educational tours and classes, project guidebooks and grants that support innovative
green building practices. Last month, the City of Portland and the Energy Trust of
Oregon announced $425,000 in grants for a diverse group of innovative buildings — from
a LEED Platinum office building on a former brownfield site in downtown, to the global
headquarters of Mercy Corps, to a Portland Parks and Recreation aquatic facility, to
affordable housing.

My district is also home to a number of green schools, including Clackamas High School
and the new Rosa Parks Elementary School, which is Portland Public Schools newest
facility and is located in New Colombia, a revitalized neighborhood project that features
mixed-income housing. Rosa Parks is LEED Certified, and is 30% more efficient than the
Oregon Energy Code requires. The building incorporates daylight, which in addition to
reducing lighting-related electricity consumption, brightens the rooms and creates an
improved atmosphere for learning. Not only do green schools improve the quality of life
of our students, but they help instill environmental sustainability at an early age.

In addition to promoting green buildings at home, Portland organizations have taken the
lead in promoting the development of green buildings nationally. For example,
Portland’s Green Building Initiative has developed the Green Globes rating tool, which
attempts to provide a “practical path to green” for all building projects. They have
streamlined many aspects of the process and removed barriers to practitioners and the
public while keeping high performance standards. 1 would like to submit for the record a
statement from the Green Building Initiative which further describes their work.

These successes could not happen without the leadership of the architects, engineers, and
development community. Ihave been particularly inspired by the Gerding-Edlen
Development Company in Portland. They are committed to having all of their projects,

05-14-08 Green Buildings Hearing i
JB/KD
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within 5 years, generate more energy than they consumer and to consumer more waste
than they create.

One issue that I would like to explore with our witnesses is the issue of location
efficiency. How green is a building if someone has to drive 20 miles to and from their
place of work and burn a gallon of gas to buy a gallon of milk? According to calculations
done by Environmental Building News, commuting by office workers accounts for 30%
more energy than the building itself uses.

We need to think broader about how we design our communities in a way that reduces
the amount people have to drive. We need to reduce not only the energy use of buildings,
but the transportation energy use of buildings. Even if we significantly increase the fuel
efficiency of our vehicles and decrease the carbon content of our fuels, we will not meet
our climate goals if the amount that people drive continues to increase at current levels.
Since the 1980s, vehicle miles traveled has increased three times faster than population
growth.

I know that the U.S. Green Buildings Council has started to look at this issue with its
neighborhood design program, and I have worked closely with the Enterprise Foundation,
which has incorporated some of this into its Green Communities standard. But I think we
can go even further to reduce the carbon footprint of our development patterns by better
connecting housing and transportation policies.

In an era of high and rising gas prices, location efficiency is extremely important for low
income families, who spend a significant amount of their income on transportation costs.
Transportation costs currently account for 18% of the average U.S. household
expenditures. Transportation costs consume an even larger share of low-income family
incomes. A study of 28 metropolitan areas found that families with incomes between
$20,000 and $50,000 spend an average of 40 percent of their income on transportation
and an average of 28 percent on housing. In addition to reducing their energy bills with
efficient homes, we can help families save money by providing them with transportation
options and helping them to live closer to where they work and shop. By some estimates,
the savings associated with living in a location efficient area can exceed $600 a month.

Location efficiency, smart growth, and alternative transportation are an important part of
sustainable development and an important tool in fighting global warming. I hope this
committee will continue to explore these issues, perhaps in a future hearing.

05-14-08 Green Buildings Hearing 2
IB/KD
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Mr. BLUMENAUER. But I would hope that there are two things
that we could focus on with the committee. One deals with the lo-
cation. Yes, businesses are critical, but if you have to burn a gallon
of gas to go to lunch, we are in trouble. And we need to coordinate
the green building with the green location, location efficiency.

Last but not least, I am very interested in working with this
committee and our witnesses about what the Federal Government
does to lead by example. We are the largest consumer of energy in
the world; we are the largest manager of infrastructure. The Fed-
eral Government has an inventory of 300 million square feet, scat-
tered in 60 locations across the country.

If we get serious, if we make a commitment that we are not
going to build, buy, lease or rent anything that isn’t green-certified
with a twist in 2 years, it will have a transformational effect and,
I think, help bring to pass what our witnesses will be talking about
much sooner.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you.

The gentleman’s time has expired.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Oklahoma, Mr. Sul-
livan.

Mr. SULLIVAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Thank you for holding
this important hearing today on green buildings.

I look forward to hearing from our witnesses, and I appreciate
you being here, especially Tony Stall, from Dryvit, a leader in
green building techniques. I am proud to have a Dryvit manufac-
turing facility in Sand Springs, which is located in Oklahoma’s 1st
Congressional District.

Last August, I visited this facility and was able to meet with
many of the hardworking men and women that make this green
technology possible. And it really is a fascinating technology.

Dryvit Systems began manufacturing exterior insulation and fin-
ish systems in 1969 and was the first company to do so in the
United States. Today, more than one in every 11 commercial build-
ings in the United States features Dryvit on its exterior.

Companies like Dryvit are innovating technology for both com-
mercial and residential buildings so that these properties can be-
come more environmentally friendly. In fact, homes that use the
Dryvit technology on their exterior can save over 40-percent per
year on their heating and cooling consumption.

I look forward to the intriguing discussion regarding green build-
ings during today’s hearing. And I yield back the balance of my
time.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman’s time has expired.

The Chair recognizes the gentlelady from California, Ms. Solis.

Ms. SoLis. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

And I would like to congratulate you for introducing us to the
new recyclable chairs that are here in our hearing room. I hope
that members will take that to heart, and hopefully we will be able
to have a demonstration of our own to see how they fit. Because,
lately, the chairs that we do sit in are very uncomfortable and take
up a lot of space.
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With that, Mr. Chairman, I would like to thank you for having
the hearing. This is a very important topic that we need to discuss
here.

And I am very concerned about what is happening in our schools,
some of our school buildings, particularly in low-income areas. We
have a lot of Title I-funded schools that are found not just in urban
and suburban areas but also in rural America. And we would like
to see more opportunity so that the greening of America can also
happen in our schoolhouses for low-income and under-represented
children.

But I would like to thank also our mayor, Gavin Newsom, for
being here from San Francisco, a leader in the green movement.
And also I want to recognize the City of Los Angeles. We are slowly
getting together the pace where we understand the importance of
what this all means. And in communities like mine, in east Los An-
geles, where a heavy burden is placed on energy consumption and
air pollution, many of the contaminants that affect our commu-
nities are a direct result of greenhouse gas emissions and all those
negative things that have been going on for years that we have
been struggling to try to clean up.

But, more importantly, I think where we live and work, in par-
ticular in low-income communities—we have most of the blighted
areas. We have many warehouses that could be retrofitted. We
could find, I think, ways of even helping to train our workforce to
get into these jobs.

And that is something that some of us have worked very hard,
and I know the chairman has, in terms of helping us also retool
those individuals that live in our community through the Green
Collar Job Act. And that is helping to invest in our workforce so
that we have enough people that are going to be out there placing
and installing the solar panels and also working in renewable en-
ergy.

So those are things that I care about and I know many members
of the caucuses that I work with are very interested in hearing
about. So I want to thank all of you for being here, and look for-
ward to hearing your testimony.

Thank you.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you.

The gentlelady’s time has expired.

Tlhe Chair recognizes the gentleman from Washington State, Mr.
Inslee.

Mr. INSLEE. Thank you. I appreciate this hearing.

I just want to note three groups I met with this morning in my
office. It was just an accident that I met with these folks.

First, I met with some folks from utilities. We had one of the
presidential candidates out in Seattle yesterday who is urging a
massive expansion of nuclear power as part of our baseload; cor-
rectly pointed out that it was zero COz-emitting. But this utility
person reminded me that in every single city and every single State
and in every single circumstance, efficiency in reducing load is al-
ways cheaper than nuclear power, virtually any other system of
generation we have. And it was interesting to me, talking to a per-
son on the front lines, a person really in the utilities, whose job it
is to deliver electrons, the first thing out of this person’s mouth
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was: Efficiency first, because that is where it’s always cheaper. And
this was right before this hearing.

The second group I met with were sheet metal contractors, and
they told me that efficiency in building is the best job-creation sys-
tem we have in America, because it is not in China, it is here.
When we build efficient housing and green buildings, those jobs are
right here. They are not going to China. They are right here. This
is the one thing you can assure, if you want a stimulus plan, spend
money on retrofitting weatherization and clean and efficient utili-
ties and heating and cooling systems.

The third group was the Environmental Entrepreneurs Associa-
tion. Some people may not have heard about this group, but this
is a group with several hundred members of companies across
America whose job it is to grow jobs in clean energy. And these
people are growing like gangbusters. And a significant portion of
them are invested in this type of technology you are talking about,
including findings ways—and here is a great one—to sequester car-
bon in building materials. There is a company out there, whose
name escapes me, that is close to finding a way to sequester carbon
dioxide in cement. And the scale of this is much larger than one
would think.

So here are three groups who wandered by a lone Congressman’s
office this morning, all of whom see economic growth potential in
what you all are going to talk about. Thanks for coming.

The CHAIRMAN. Great. Thank you.

The gentleman’s time has expired.

All time for opening statements from the members has been com-
pleted. And we now turn and recognize our witnesses for their tes-
timony.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Cleaver follows:]
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U.S. Representative Emanuel Cleaver, I1
5™ District, Missouri
Statement for the Record
House Select Committee on Energy Independence and Global Warming Hearing
“Building Green, Saving Green: Constructing Sustainable and Energy-Efficient Building”
Wednesday, May 14, 2008

Chairman Markey, Ranking Member Sensenbrenner, other Members of the Select
Committee, good afternoon. I would like to welcome our distinguished panel of
witnesses to the hearing today.

The use of energy by building operation is substantial, and this in turn creates a stress on
the environment. In 2002, buildings used 68 percent of the electricity consumed by
Americans. In many cases, much of energy used by buildings can be saved with the
mmplementation of green building practices. The design and construction of green
buildings is simply a common sense investment. If we spend more to construct buildings
so that they are more efficient and less wasteful, we will spend less to operate them. The
use of active and passive solar, geothermal, and wind energy yield no emissions, and the
utilization of sustainable materials in construction has a minimal effect on the
environment.

The innovation of building practices to become more “green” is slowly becoming more
accessible. If we can help the environment along with helping low-income communities
at the same time, we will truly be successful. As a former mayor of Kansas City,
Missouri, I am well aware of the need for affordable and sustainable housing in urban
areas. Families are struggling to pay their heating and cooling bills each month, but this
problem could be alleviated with increased innovation of residential buildings. Congress
has the power to make this a reality, and I hope our panel can offer expert advise on this
important matter.

I thank all of our witnesses for their insight and suggestions, and I appreciate them taking
the time to visit with our committee today.

Thank you.
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[The prepared statement of Ms. Blackburn follows:]
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Prepared Statement of Congresswoman Blackburn
House Select Committee on Energy Independence and Global
Warming’s Hearing, “Building Green, Saving Green —
Constructing Sustainable and Energy-Efficient Buildings”

Mr. Chairman,

Many Americans today are starting to purchase sustainable, energy-
efficient buildings, Energy Star appliances, and recycled furnishings.

But while consumers on their own initiative want green buildings, the
federal government is moving towards mandating green building
standards in a one-size-fits-all manner.

This is not the right approach.

Consumers and builders should decide what standards should be used
that will fit their building and budget needs.

Forcing a particular standard for a “green building” puts the government
into the process of picking winners and losers.

A role that the free market should hold.

And a standard that holds true in California may not hold true for
another state such as Tennessee.

For example, San Francisco has several energy efficiency standards that
impact building permits, home sales, and building renovations. If these
standards are not met, a permit could be denied, and a house could lose

some of its market value.

My constituents in Tennessee would find this unacceptable. They want
to be able to determine how much energy their house or business uses,
not the government.
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Mr. Chairman,
If government chooses or emphasizes one particular standard through
mandates and tax credits, it will limit builders the flexibility for designs

that are appropriate for a particular structure.

A one-size-fits-all standard will force costs on American consumers and
taxpayers.

It will limit their control of what type of house they want to own.
It will raise their housing costs.

And it will place rigid requirements on public projects that will increase
tax burdens of citizens in cities and towns.

Congress should allow robust competition in green standards.
It should let consumers and businesses decide how they want their

buildings to be environmentally friendly.

I yield the balance of my time.
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The CHAIRMAN. First, we will hear from Mayor Gavin Newsom,
who is serving his second term as the Mayor of San Francisco. He
is working to meet Kyoto Protocol targets through a variety of
ways, including green buildings. San Francisco has developed en-
ergy ordinances, initiatives to build to LEED and other green
standards.

And I am also pleased to announce that Ameresco, an energy-ef-
ficiency company in my congressional district up in Boston, was
awarded a contract to green the San Francisco Housing Authority.

And, Mayor Newsom, we are very honored to have you here with
us today. Whenever you are ready, please begin.

STATEMENTS OF HON. GAVIN NEWSOM, MAYOR, CITY OF SAN
FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA; MR. KENT PETERSON, PRESI-
DENT, AMERICAN SOCIETY OF HEATING, REFRIGERATING
AND AIR-CONDITIONING ENGINEERS; MR. EDWARD NORTON,
TRUSTEE, ENTERPRISE FOUNDATION; MS. MICHELLE
MOORE, SENIOR VICE PRESIDENT FOR POLICY AND MAR-
KET DEVELOPMENT, U.S. GREEN BUILDING COUNCIL; MR.
TONY STALL, VICE PRESIDENT OF MARKETING, DRYVIT SYS-
TEMS, INC.

STATEMENT OF GAVIN NEWSOM

Mr. NEwsoM. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. And thank you for this
opportunity. And I appreciate, to Ranking Member Sensenbrenner,
the debate and the passion and conviction that you have all dem-
onstrated in your opening remarks. This is a very exciting topic,
from my perspective, and an exciting time, and I appreciate all
your leadership and your conviction and your constancy on this
issue.

Green buildings—you said it, Congressman Markey, at the top—
this is one of the areas where we are not focusing enough atten-
tion. And most people are not familiar with the costs associated,
not only with the operation of buildings, but the construction and
demolition of buildings, as it relates to the environment.

In San Francisco, we began over a decade ago and became one
of the first big cities in the United States of America to require,
to legislate all of our municipal buildings to be built to LEED cer-
tification. At the time, people thought, again, another typical San
Francisco idea, San Francisco values, the sky is going to fall in, the
world is going to come to an end, major tax increases, companies
are going to run out of San Francisco. We heard it all.

The reality is it couldn’t have been further from the truth, and
we are quite prescient now, for the same reasons the ranking mem-
ber said: We are paying less in energy bills, we are paying less in
insurance. And another big point I want to make here today: Fire-
man’s Fund and others are charging less for insurance for some of
our buildings that the city was wise enough to invest in as it re-
lates to these LEED certifications.

But that wasn’t good enough. We represent as a property owner
a de minimus amount of office space in our city. So we put together
a work group in 2004 which came up with the first standards in
our city’s history to advance some incentives for green buildings,
with LEED Gold certification.
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What happened in 2004 was interesting. We fast-tracked permits
through these incentives, and we ended up having a bigger line, a
bigger queue for people in the construction and building side of the
ledger trying to get in the fast-track permits for LEED-certified
buildings than in the traditional lines at our Department of Build-
ing Inspection. And it occurred to us then that we have a much big-
ger appetite and a bigger market for this than we had realized.

The consequence of our 2004 legislation is we decided to more
formally advance an initiative to require all residential, all com-
mercial, and all remodels that are done in the City and County of
San Francisco to meet similar LEED certification, going to LEED
Gold within the next few years.

It is the most aggressive green building standards of any city in
the United States of America. It was done with broad consensus
and overwhelming support. In fact, perhaps after today, I will re-
ceive my first letter of opposition, but I have yet to receive a letter
of opposition from anybody.

It was an industry-led initiative, because they get it. They know
they ultimately need to get into this business. The fact is, though,
they need to be pushed into it. Some of the largest developers in
San Francisco, which happen to be the largest developers across
this country that do business in almost every major city, they get
it. They get it, because it ends up costing them less, it ends up
being more attractive from a leasing perspective, higher occupancy
rates. Businesses get it, because that is why they want to go into
these green buildings, because they have greater workplaces, which
drives lower costs associated with sick days, higher morale. These
are objective measures that have been analyzed, and I hope you
have a chance to read some of these reports, which are extraor-
dinary.

This is inevitable, whether we like it or not. This is the direction
we need to be going. This is not difficult for anyone to do.

The idea that the private sector is just going to somehow do it,
well, maybe. But the fact that the U.S. Government hasn’t done it
is suggestive. And if the U.S. Government won’t do it, if you won’t
do it to save energy costs, and HUD won’t do it to save on $4 bil-
lion-plus a year they are spending on electricity, for the life of me,
I don’t know necessarily how the private sector is going to end up
doing it on their own.

We, again, have been able to establish a framework where we
brought parties together. We did it in an environment which was
supportive of the private sector; didn’t take anything away. We
have done it in a way where we have raised the standards and
raised the bar.

Now, by the way, we are doing LEED Platinum certification on
a lot of our new buildings, not even LEED Silver or LEED Gold.
In fact, We have a new one. The Academy of Sciences in San Fran-
cisco is the largest LEED Platinum building of its kind in the
United States, where someone well described it as lifting up Golden
Gate Park, our park, and placing a building underneath it and
then placing the park right back on top of the building.

And already in terms of its identity, already in terms of its pur-
posefulness, it is creating a lot of excitement and enthusiasm. And
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it will be now the new benchmark, the new bar for all subsequent
construction.

So I am just here to say we have to get over the idea that this
is somehow extreme. We have to get over the idea this somehow
it is even controversial in this day and age.

And from the perspective that Congresswoman Solis said, this is
where the jobs are coming from. This is in the photovoltaic and the
solar and the energy retrofits. If we are going to get serious about
green-collar jobs, get serious about the loss of manufacturing, get
serious about environmental justice issues, which Ed and others
will talk about in a moment, then we have to get serious about the
opportunities as it relates to the green building industry.

And I couldn’t be more enthusiastic as a mayor of a city where
the people of San Francisco get it. Republicans and Democrats get
it. This is not about politics. They understand the economic impera-
tive, they understand the moral and ethnical obligation, and they
understand that this works.

And so that is, in essence, what I wanted to leave you with.

[The statement of Mayor Newsom follows:]
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SELECT COMMITTEE ON ENERGY INDEPENDENCE AND GLOBAL WARMING
HEARING ON
BUILDING GREEN, SAVING GREEN:
CONSTRUCTING SUSTAINABLE AND ENERGY-EFFICIENT BUILDINGS

May 14, 2008

Testimony of Gavin Newsom
Mayor
City and County of San Francisco
Chairman Markey, Ranking Member Sensenbrenner, and distinguished Members of the
Committee. Thank you for the opportunity to testify on the subject of green buildings. In San
Francisco, we are proud of our efforts to encourage green building practices. We’ve gone from
modest requirements to green our municipal buildings almost a decade ago to the country’s most
aggressive green building standards for all new buildings. And critically, with the full support of

the building industry and our business community and amidst sustained growth of commercial

and residential development.

These impacts of conventional buildings are well known. Seventy percent of total electricity
consumption in the US, forty percent of total national energy consumption, and 38 percent of the
greenhouse gases produced nationwide are produced by conventional buildings. In San
Francisco, this impact is even greater, buildings in our city account for almost half (49%) of

citywide greenhouse gas emissions.

In light of these environmental impacts, the advantages of green buildings are abundant: These
buildings save energy and water while providing a healthy environment for those working or

living in these buildings. They achieve energy efficiency and conservation, improve indoor air
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quality, use non-toxic and efficient building materials, and are often located close to public
transportation. These buildings save resources while reducing operating costs, and also
remarkably improve productivity in the workplace. National studies suggest that resource-
efficient buildings can improve worker productivity by as much as sixteen percent by reducing

the number of sick days and improving workplace morale.

San Francisco's experience with green buildings began almost ten years ago, in 1999, when we
enacted our first green building ordinance. This law change required LEED certification for all
city buildings. (In San Francisco, we rely on established national and regional standards such as
the US Green Building Council’s LEED system and the GreenPoint Rating System). In 2004,
we amended this ordinance to require LEED Silver certification for all new municipal
construction and renovation projects. This original ordinance also called for a series of ten pilot

projects to demonstrate state-of-the-art green building technology.

These pilot projects included the new California Academy of Sciences. When it opens this fall,
it will be nation’s most visited LEED Platinum building. It will set a new standard of sustainable
architectural design, highlighted by green roof of native plants which, in the words of one
observer, ‘picks up the park and places a building underneath.” Remarkably, this project
recycled 100 percent of the old building on site for use in the new building. The building will
also include photovoltaics, natural ventilation systems, advanced low-energy lighting controls,
and reclaimed/low-flow water systems. Its insulation is even composed of the recycled material

of a popular San Francisco invention—blue jeans. This institution will actually use its own
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building to teach lessons of environmental stewardship and conservation and engage visitors

about the role that the built environment can play in protecting our environment.

Another pilot project in development is the new headquarters of our city’s utility, which will be
also be built at a LEED Platinum level. It's a new fourteen-story administrative office tower in
our Civic Center that will include features such as spectrally-tuned glazing materials on the
building to capture and reject solar heat as needed, and light shelves and shading devices with
attached solar arrays optimize daylighting while producing electricity on site. It will serve as the
hub of a Civic Center Sustainable Resources District—which will link seven buildings including
our City Hall to be powered by 100 percent renewable energy. Much of the inspiration for this
ambitious network of green building comes from Speaker Pelosi’s vision of greening the US
Capitol area. These governmental centers—which feature multiple buildings—can and should

lead the way as models of sustainability and renewable energy districts within our urban centers.

We’re not stopping here. On Treasure Island, a former Navy base positioned between San
Francisco and Oakland, we are planning the greenest community in American history with
unprecedented sustainability and green building features in the over six thousand homes being
constructed. It will be a model of urban density amidst 300 acres of open space, and feature non-

auto transportation such as ten minute ferry service to downtown San Francisco.

In 2006, we turned our attention to the entire stock of over 195,000 buildings in our city—both
residential and commercial buildings—by establishing a Green Building Taskforce. This

taskforce was comprised of ten building industry leaders including building owners, developers,
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financiers, architects, engineers and construction managers. They met over the course of several
months to determine appropriate incentive and standards to implement in our city and then

recommend legislation to my office to introduce to advance this policy.

The taskforce first suggested a priority permitting process for a LEED Gold rated or equivalent
building projects. The idea was to create an expedited approval process for buildings that
achieve these standards in order to encourage more developers to build green buildings. It was
an immediate success, with ten major LEED Gold buildings receiving priority permitting process

to date, with seven more awaiting approval.

This incentive is complemented by other tools to help the building industry construct buildings.
Our SF Solar Mapping software, for example, uses satellite technology to provide information on
the potential solar output on every building in San Francisco. Access the website and simply
type in a building address, and this program will tell you the solar energy that could be captured

on that rooftop, as well as the environmental and economic savings it will generate.

Then, with the recommendation of the taskforce, we took the largest step to date advancing green
buildings in San Francisco: The creation of citywide green building standards for new residential
and commercial construction as well as retrofits. The legislation, which is scheduled for
approval later this month, imposes green building requirements on newly constructed
commercial buildings over 5,000 square feet, and on renovations over 25,000 square feet. The
ordinance imposes requirements through a tiered and phased approach. It requires large

buildings over 25,000 square feet to achieve LEED Certified standards immediately, and LEED
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Gold standards by 2012, Large commercial interior alterations also phase up to LEED Gold
standards by 2012, while high rise residential buildings phase up to LEED Silver levels by 2012.
Smaller residential buildings phase up to 75 Greenpoints by 2012. (These Greenpoints are part
of a GreenPoint rating system suited for smaller residential buildings and established by the

organization “Build It Green.”)

These standards represent the most aggressive green buildings standards of a major American
city and have remarkable benefits projected over the next four years: Electrical savings of
220,000 megawatts; drinking water savings 100 million gallons; waste/storm water reduction 90
million gallons; construction waste reduction 700 million 1bs; recycled material value 200
million dollars; 540,000 car trips reduced; and green power generation of 37 thousand megawatt-
hours. And most importantly, considering the climate crisis before us, this ordinance is projected

to reduce 120 million pounds of greenhouse gases into our atmosphere.

Thanks to the collaborative approach that we took with the development community in creating
the standards set forth in this ordinance, we have received almost no opposition to again what are

the most aggressive green building requirements in the nation.

Ten years ago, when we talked about green buildings, a perception existed that green buildings
were more expensive and only appropriate in *boutique’ situations. Far from high-end boutique
buildings, green buildings are being constructed and renovated across our city. Visionary
organizations like Enterprise, one of the leaders of this movement represented here today, are

through their Green Communities initiative constructing and renovating buildings like Hotel
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Essex, an 84-room affordable housing development built in 1912 that will feature a rooftop of

solar arrays and a building full of sustainable features.

This perception that green buildings are too expensive for the mainstream has been shattered in
our city and region based on the emerging experiences of developers and the cold hard facts and

figures of the green building industry.

Trends show that both soft and hard costs for green buildings are decreasing as the market
continues to grow and mature. These costs decrease as designers, builders, subcontractors and
manufactures gain experience in an expanding market. A recent report compiled for our city
(Greg Kats, “Costs and Benefits of Green Building™) shows an increase in capital costs of only
zero to two percent in our region for constructing a green building, but a return on investment of
ten times the initial investment within the first twenty years of operation. Another report that our
city utilizes (Davis Langdon report, “The Cost of Green Revisited”) actually shows no statistical
correlation between cost per square foot and level of LEED certification. Simply put, there are
inexpensive conventional buildings and green buildings and there are expensive conventional

buildings and green buildings.

Moreover, we're finding that building green buildings is good for the commercial leasing
business. Buildings that carry LEED or Energy Star certifications have been shown to have
higher occupancy rates and lease for more dollars per square foot than their peers (CoStar Group,
March 2008). One major study, which analyzed a database covering billions of square feet of

commercial buildings, concluded that “non-green buildings are going to become obsolete.”
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An additional economic benefit to our green building boom are the jobs that come with this
expansion. Today, we have more LEED certified professionals on a per capita basis than any
city in the country. New firms have emerged that focus on energy efficiency and sustainability
of buildings, and workers are being hired by the thousands to install the elements of building
sustainability such as energy retrofits and solar installations. Green buildings are part of a clean
technology investment boom in Northern California that is about to pass high technology sector

terms of the billions of dollars that are invested in the clean and green technology center.

In San Francisco, our experiences have convinced us of two key points related to green

buildings:

First, a clear policy pathway exists to address the over one-third of greenhouse gases that result
nationally from buildings. Thanks to visionary energy efficiency standards enacted years ago in
California’s Energy Code (Title 24), our State’s per capita carbon footprint is the lowest in the
nation. But in San Francisco, we’re not stopping there. Implementing point-based
environmental building standards that allow developer flexibility while ensuring a unprecedented
levels of environmental performance of our building stock will bring large decreases over time in
our greenhouse gas pollution. The pilots and testing have been concluded and green building

standards been proven to work. Now its time to implement these heightened standards.

Second, green buildings generate another type of green besides environmental performance:

monetary savings for the those who invest and construct in new buildings. In our city, we have
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witnessed green buildings providing substantial financial return for the industry leaders who
have built these projects—with energy savings and high leasing levels sustained over time. As
fossil fuel continues to increase in cost over time, the financial advantage of green buildings

multiplies.

To conclude my remarks, I would like to make two recommendations to you as federal policy-
makers. First, on a issue currently before Congress: In the presence of generations of
preferential financial incentives for fossil fuel production, it is absolutely critical to support a
reauthorization of the renewable energy tax credit. As we face the crisis of climate change, it’s
the absolutely least we can do. In cities with green building requirements, this financial
incentive allows buildings to achieve required green standards through installation of renewable
energy systems. This investment in rencwable energy systems—one of the most important
elements of green building—decrease a building’s energy requirements and costs, lessen a city’s

energy needs, and ultimately increase our country’s energy independence.

Second, consider shifting the tax burdens of Americans from taxing jobs to taxing pollution. It’s
remarkable to me that we tax something we want to encourage—jobs and income—and place no
tax on what we all agree we want to minimize—greenhouse gas pollution. In San Francisco,
we're modeling how this can be done on the federal level by increasing atax on electricity and
natural gas use in buildings and decreasing our local payroll tax by a corresponding amount.
This tax reform policy will provide an even stronger financial incentive for the construction of

green buildings and maximize energy conservation and efficiency in existing buildings. Make
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no mistake, this isn’t a tax-and-spend concept, but rather a revenue neutral reform that shifts tax

burden from taxing jobs to taxing the causes of pollution.

Addressing the climate crisis requires fundamental, visionary policy transformation. Anything

less and we will fall short of the environmental leadership that the climate crisis demands of us.

Thank you very much for the opportunity to testify here today.
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The CHAIRMAN. Thank you. I appreciate it, Mr. Mayor. That was
great testimony.

Now our second witness. You know, when you are thinking about
energy efficiency, what is it that causes all these greenhouse gases?
Well, it is keeping this room cool in the summer, making sure it
is warm in the winter, making sure that the food that we eat in
this building is kept refrigerated winter, summer, spring and fall.
But if you can make it all more efficient, then we will be all the
better off, because you could reduce by 30, 40 percent the amount
of energy we consume.

We have with us today the president of the American Society of
Heating, Refrigeration and Air-Conditioning Engineers in the
United States. And his organization, for 114 years, has been ad-
vancing technologies in each one of these related fields. And at the
request of the Federal Government, his organization has developed
the first Federal energy efficiency standards 30 years ago, and they
continue to develop new building and energy codes used by local,
State and Federal governments.

Mr. Peterson, welcome. Whenever you are ready, please begin.

STATEMENT OF KENT PETERSON

Mr. PETERSON. Thank you, Chairman Markey, Ranking Member
Sensenbrenner and members of the committee. Thank you for the
opportunity to speak to you today about energy use, buildings, and
the opportunities to reduce our impacts from buildings on our cli-
mate change.

My name is Kent Peterson, and I am the current volunteer presi-
dent of the American Society of Heating, Refrigerating and Air-
Conditioning Engineers, better known as ASHRAE. We were found-
ed in 1894, and ASHRAE is an international technical society with
over 50,000 members in 140 countries. Our members really rep-
resent the breadth of technical professionals in the building indus-
try, from building designers to building owners to manufacturers
and building operators.

You know, ASHRAE fulfills our mission by advancing heating,
ventilating and air-conditioning and refrigeration technologies to
serve humanity and promote a more sustainable future through not
only our research, but our standards writing processes, our publica-
tions and our continuing education programs.

But turning our attention on today’s topic, with increased energy
costs and climate change considerations, design guidance related to
energy efficiency is more important than ever. Nowhere is it more
important than in the building industry, given that buildings do
consume roughly 40 percent of the primary energy in the United
States.

Today, building energy efficiency still represents a vast and un-
derutilized energy resource within the United States. Building en-
ergy efficiency is the single most important opportunity for reduc-
ing global greenhouse gas emissions.

In my opinion, today’s buildings mortgage our energy and envi-
ronmental future. In the past, our industry really focused on the
minimum energy-efficiency requirements. But today, we are really
focusing beyond minimum energy-efficiency requirements, into
green buildings, what are the requirements for people that want to



30

build buildings that perform much better than the minimum re-
quirements required by code.

Given the concerns regarding climate change, our industry really
is undergoing a market transformation. It is going to change the
way that buildings are designed, built and operated.

In the past, we have been able to provide comfortable, healthy
and safe buildings. But on the flip side, it is the energy consumed
by these buildings that is helping fuel this new crisis. And it is a
crisis of global energy availability, and it certainly is impacting us
in the United States.

Unfortunately, the energy consumed by these buildings is start-
ing to increase. In May of 2007, it was the U.S. Energy Information
Administration that released a report that projected that world en-
ergy consumption is projected to increase approximately 57 percent
from the year 2004 to 2030. And while energy consumption and
prices continue to rise, the true costs of using energy are even
higher when we consider its impacts not only on climate change
but on future generations.

The sad thing is that most Americans know how fuel-efficient
their automobiles are but very few understand how much energy
buildings consume. ASHRAE is working to change this in a variety
of ways. We are developing significant improvements in the min-
imum energy-efficiency requirements in ASHRAE’s Standard 90.1,
W}cllich serves as the basis for model U.S. energy code for buildings
today.

We are providing for advanced energy design guidance through
special publications, working with partners like the United States
Green Building Council, in trying to get this information out to the
marketplace as free resources, so not only building owners but
building designers, architects and consumers understand what the
possibilities are to build more efficient buildings than what the
minimum code requires today.

We are also in the process of developing a building energy label
that will provide builders and occupants with a standard energy
metric that can be easily compared across different building types.
It is providing these minimum code requirements and above-code
requirements is really what is critical to provide improved energy
efficiency in buildings in the United States. We must continue on
the path of our Nation’s buildings to be more efficient, but it is
going to require significant commitment from all the stakeholders.

I offer the following recommendations to ensure that we meet fu-
ture requirements and demands placed on our buildings. We really
do need to adequately fund the Federal agencies to advance the de-
velopment and enforcement of energy standards, guidelines and
technologies.

We should support research and development necessary for the
development and deployment of technologies necessary to achieve
our Nation’s energy goals as we move forward. This includes tech-
nologies that are going to be envisioned under the Zero-Net-Energy
Commercial Building Initiative that was established in the Energy
Independence and Security Act of late last year.

Additionally, sufficient investments are going to be made in re-
search and development for renewable energy technologies as we
strive for net-zero carbon buildings and net-zero energy buildings.
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We also need to enact policies and encourage individuals and
businesses to implement energy-efficient technologies and practices
that go beyond the minimum requirements that are required by the
building energy codes today. This includes the commercial building
tax deduction and setting realistic depreciation schedules for heat-
ing, ventilating and air-conditioning equipment, which are cur-
rently set at 39 years.

We need to continue to support the utilization of voluntary con-
sensus standards and regulation and codes, as required by the Na-
tional Technology Transfer and Advancement Act.

The CHAIRMAN. If you could summarize, please.

Mr. PETERSON. Yes.

We must apply our knowledge and experience to really provide
effective, practical and innovative solutions as we try to transform
the U.S.-built environment to green buildings.

It has been an honor to testify before the committee, and I wel-
come any questions that you may have.

[The statement of Mr. Peterson follows:]
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Testinony of
Kent W, Peterson, P.E,, Fellow ASHRAE
President, American Society of Heating, Refrigerating and Air-Conditioning Engineers
(ASHRAE)

To the
U.8. Heouse of Representatives
Select Committee on Energy Independence and Global Warming
May 14, 2008
‘Washington, DC

Hearing on: “Building Green, Saving Green: Constructing Sustainable and Energy-
Efficient Buildings”

Chairman Markey, Ranking Member Sensenbrenner and members of the committee, thank you
for the opportunity to speak to you today about energy use, buildings, and opportunities to
reduce their climate impacts. My name is Kent Peterson, and I am the current volunteer president
of the American Society of Heating, Refrigerating and Air-Conditioning Engineers, better known
as ASHRAE.

Founded in 18394, ASHRAE is an international nonprofit technical engineering society of 50,000
members in over 140 countries. Qur members represent the breadth of professionals involved in
the built environment from consulting engineers and architects to manufacturer’s representatives
and academicians.

ASHRAE fulfills its mission of advancing heating, ventilation, air conditioning and refrigeration
(HVAC&R) to serve humanity and promote a sustainable world through research, standards
writing, publishing and continuing education.

ASHRAE has a long history in energy conservation and is committed to economic energy-
efficiency standards and advanced guidance. In the 1970s during this nation’s previous energy
crisis, the federal government approached ASHRAE to develop a standard to address the energy
use of buildings. This standard became ANSVASHRAE/TESNA Standard 90.1--Energy Standard
for Buildings Except Low-Rise Residential Buildings. Standard 90.1 serves as the national
reference for state adopted commercial building codes through the Energy Conservation and
Production Act (ECPA).

ASHRAE Government Affairs « 1828 L St, NW., Ste. 908, Washington, DC 20036-5104 USA
Tel: 202.8633.1830, Fax: 202.833.0118
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As we enter a new time of energy awareness, there are many factors drawing attention to energy
use—concerns about our sources of energy, rising energy costs, and the impacts of climate
change. Our nation’s buildings account for 40 percent of our primary energy use—more than
both transportation or industry. They are responsible for 72 percent of the electricity
consumption and 39 percent of the total U.S. carbon dioxide emissions. These CO, emissions
approximately equal the combined emissions of Japan, France, and the United Kingdom.

Standard 90.1: Its Development and Its Future

Building codes serve as the primary mechanism for reducing energy consumption in buildings.
Energy Codes are a subset of a broader group of requirements governing the design and
construction of buildings. Building codes establish minimum requirements for issues of
importance within a community—including safety, accessibility, health, and energy use.
Building codes generally reflect a consensus of current design and construction practice. In this
country, building codes generally are considered a state and local government issue.

Standard 90.1 serves as the basis for many commercial building energy codes across the country.
As an American National Standards Institute (ANSI) approved standard, the development of
Standard 90.1 adheres to rigorous principles based on consensus, openness, balance,
transparency, and due process. In fact, ASHRAE is one of only five ANSI Audited Designators
which means we have established and maintain a consistent record of successful voluntary
standards development.

The Standard is developed by a committee made up of technical experts representing different
aspects of the building community including product manufacturers, energy efficiency
advocates, academics, government, building owners, utilities, and consulting (or design)
engineers and architects. Once the committee reaches consensus on a draft of the standard, it is
open for a period of public comment. Once comments are received, the committee must attempt
to resolve all comments before presenting the standard to the ASHRAE Board of Directors for
publication. Both within the ASHRAE structure and the ANSI structure there are opportunities
for appeal for anyone who feels that their comments regarding the standard are not adequately
addressed.

Both Congress and the Executive branch have recognized the value of voluntary consensus
standards by requiring their use in regulations when consistent with agency policy and
appropriate for agency purposes (National Technology Transfer and Advancement Act of 1995
(P.L. 104-113) (NTTAA) and OMB Circular A-119). Many voluntary consensus standards are
appropriate or adaptable for the Government's purposes.

As mentioned above, states are required in the Energy Conservation and Production Act to adopt
commercial building energy codes at least as stringent as Standard 90.1-2004 {42 U.S.C. 6833).
However, there are no real penalties for states who do not comply with this requirement, but
incentive funding is available for states and localities to implement the requirements. See
attached Exhibit A for a map of the current status of commercial building energy codes within
the states.

ASHRAE Government Affairs » 1828 L St, N.W., Ste. 906, Washington, DC 20036-5104 USA
Tel: 202.833.1830, Fax: 202.833.0118
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When a revised version of Standard 90.1 is released, the Department of Energy is required within
12 months to determine if the revisions made will improve energy efficiency in commercial
buildings. The standard is updated on a three year cycle with the latest version being Standard
90.1-2007. Once a positive determination is made, each state must within two years certify that it
has reviewed and updated its commercial building energy code in accordance with the revised
Standard. Such certifications should include a demonstration that the provisions of the state’s
codes meet or exceed the revised Standard.

Standard 90.1 addresses many aspects of buildings that contribute to the overall energy use
attributable to a building. These include:
* Building envelope or shell: includes required insulation values, window characteristics
and allowable air leakage
e Heating, ventilation and air-conditioning: includes equipment efficiency requirements
o Service water heating: includes equipment efficiency requirements
« Lighting: includes allowable power use by lighting for particular space uses

Standard 90.1 provides minimum energy-efficient requirements for the design and construction
of new buildings, building additions, and new systems and equipment in existing buildings.
Thus, the Standard is not applicable for existing buildings except to the extent that replacement
systems and equipment should comply with the Standard. Other elements such as the building
envelope are more difficult to alter once the building is constructed. It would not be practical to
require all building components to be brought up to minimum code requirements established for
new buildings when the building is renovated—such a requirement could result in considerable
expense or even require demolition of the building (resulting in considerable waste).

Some jurisdictions such as San Francisco require homeowners to bring certain elements of their
home up to code before they are sold. Such a requirement could be implemented on the sale of
commercial buildings or upon renovation. Additionally, tools such as the building energy
labeling program outlined below and incentives such as the commercial building tax deduction
can encourage building owners to consider implementing energy saving technologies and
practices. Energy service companies (ESCOs) also can provide low cost and low risk solutions to
building owners looking to reduce energy use. The ESCO finances the building upgrades and the
building owner pays back the cost from the energy savings achieved.

Existing buildings represent a significant proportion of the current building stock and must be
considered in strategies to reduce energy use. The Pacific Northwest National Lab (PNNL) has
estimated that the median lifetime of commercial buildings is 70 to 75 years. This results in an
anticipated attrition rate of just two percent of floorspace per year. About 40 percent of the
existing commercial building stock was constructed before 1970 and thus before building energy
codes.

ASHRAE has tools and practices to address the energy use associated with existing buildings,
and we continue to develop additional tools. ANSVASHRAE/IESNA Standard 100-2006
provides a framework for achieving energy conservation in existing buildings. Proper building
operations and maintenance also is critical. ASHRAE is near completion on a standard for
operations and maintenance (O&M). We are developing an O&M personnel certification
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program to recognize practitioners who possess the knowledge to develop and implement an
effective O&M program. Recommissioning and retrocommissioning also are important tools to
ensure buildings and equipment are operating as they were designed. ASHRAE has several
guidelines that lay out the methodologies for completing the commissioning process.

In addition to the need for having up-to-date building codes on the books, jurisdictions must have
the necessary enforcement mechanisms and training to assure its compliance. As state and local
building departments struggle with smaller budgets and increasing workloads, energy efficiency
requirements often are seen as luxuries if time and funding allow. The Department of Energy and
private sector organizations like ASHRAE offer excellent training opportunities for building
code officials and consulting engineers, but their widespread use also is limited by the
availability of financial resources.

As the ASHRAE membership began to recognize the critical role buildings play in energy use
and climate change, the ASHRAE Board of Directors established a goal of 30 percent reduction
in allowable energy from the 2004 version of Standard 90.1 to the 2010 version. While this goal
was established by the Board of Directors, the adherence to the ideals of the ANSI process is
paramount. However, I am pleased to report that the standard project committee is working
diligently toward the established goal. Additional energy efficiency goals were established for
other standards and guidance including publication of guidance for achieving net-zero energy
buildings (NZEBs) by 2020 and a standard for achieving NZEBs by 2030.

Going Beyond the Minimum

While Standard 90.1 establishes a minimum level of energy efficiency, we have several
initiatives to provide guidance to those who wish to go beyond the minimum requirements and to
encourage greater development and deployment of technologies and best practices that can move
the market toward increasingly more energy efficient buildings.

These tools include the Advanced Energy Design Guides (AEDGs) which provide prescriptive
means for achieving 30 percent savings over Standard 90.1-1999. AEDGs focused on existing
buildings and achieving 50 percent and greater energy savings also are in development. These
guides are developed in partnership with the Department of Energy and other members of the
building community. Over 90,000 copies are in the hands of practitioners and decision makers.
Other publications including the ASHRAE GreenGuide provide guidance for the design of
HVAC systems.

We are working with the U.S. Green Building Council and the lluminating Engineering Society
of North America to develop a code-adoptable standard for the design of high-performance green
buildings. Standard 189.1P likely will be released later this year and will cover all aspects of
building design from choices on site and orientation to water and energy use. The energy section
is aiming for a 30 percent improvement above Standard 90.1-2004. Even before its completion,
we have received indications that many jurisdictions are interested in adopting the Standard as
part of its building code.
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While consumers have a metric for understanding the relative efficiency of their car with respect
to other drivers——miles per gallon—the public and many building owners cannot grasp the
concept relative to buildings. Therefore, ASHRAE is in the process of developing a building
energy label which will provide building owners and occupants (and potential purchasers) with a
standard energy metric that can easily be compared across buildings. Such a label will provide an
incentive for building owners to provide improved energy efficiency relative to their neighboring
buildings. We also are structuring the label to encourage the use of building energy modeling
early in the design process. We have already seen that buildings that participate in programs that
differentiate them from other buildings (including the U.S. Green Building Council’s Leadership
in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) and the EPA’s EnergyStar program) rent quicker
and have more satisfied tenants.

In encouraging building owners to go beyond minimum requirements it often is necessary to
make the business case for advanced energy efficiency. Through our participation in the Retailer
Energy Alliance, we have seen that major corporations such as Wal-Mart, Target, Whole Foods
and others have found energy efficiency to be a good investment.

The federal government already is required to meet energy efficiency targets for new buildings
that are 30% more stringent than Standard 90.1-2004 (Energy Policy Act of 2005, §109). Federal
buildings may account for about 1.4 percent of the total commercial construction volume or 28
million square feet a year. In one year, this new requirement will result in 35,800 metric tons of
CO; emissions avoided, 317 tons of NOy emissions avoided, and 625 tons of SO, emissions
avoided. These savings will compound as federal construction continues and buildings are
occupied.

In the energy bill recently passed by this Congress—the Energy Independence and Security Act
(EISA)—additional requirements were placed on new federal buildings including reducing the
fossil fuiel based energy consumed to zero by 2030. ASHRAE and others within the building
community are working with GSA and other federal agencies to provide the technical guidance,
technologies, and education and training necessary to achieve these requirements.

Providing these above code technical resources now is critical to show what is possible for
improved energy efficiency and encouraging the market to embrace such measures by
recognizing the social, ethical, practical, and economic reasons for doing so. We must continue
on the path of making our nation’s buildings more energy efficient, but this requires a significant
commitment from all stakeholders.

ASHRAE and Climate Change

As the public, Congress, and ASHRAE members become increasingly interested in developing
solutions to address climate change, we sec buildings as a necessary part of these solutions.
Beyond our focus on energy efficiency, we have a project underway to determine the actual
carbon emissions associated with buildings.

The Carbon Emissions Tool Project is focused on estimating the carbon emissions associated
with buildings. Currently, building design professionals estimate the annual energy consumption
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that will be required to operate the building, and then apply actual average annual carbon
emission factors to those estimates in order to estimate the annual carbon emissions associated
with the building’s operation. There is no standard practice for selecting and applying carbon
emission factors applied to electricity whether purchased from a utility or produced on-site.

The ASHRAE Carbon Emissions Calculation Tool is intended to increase the accuracy of the
data and methods used to estimate greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions. More accurate data and
standardized, improved methods will enable engineers, architects, and other building design and
operational professionals to make better-informed decisions regarding the base year carbon
intensity of buildings and the potential carbon emissions savings associated with investments in
efficiency.

The resulting emissions profile data can be used by designers and operators of buildings to
determine the effect of a particular design/operations decision. Designers and operators will be
able to determine the best technology or financial “investment” based on maximum carbon
emissions reductions.

While this program will provide significant knowledge and contribute to the future development
of ASHRAE standards and guidance, it is too early to know exactly how they will be
incorporated in the future. However, ASHRAE members are focused on increasing the energy
efficiency of buildings without sacrificing the indoor environmental quality (IEQ) of buildings
including maintaining good indoor air quality. Since the majority of greenhouse gas emissions
associated with the building sector is tied to the electricity and natural gas utilized within the
building, we are currently focused on reducing the energy required to power buildings and
utilizing renewable energy sources to make up the difference (NZEBs). As indicated above, we
are focused on providing the tools necessary to achieve our national energy goals.

Recommendations for Meeting Future Needs

I offer the following recommendations to assure that we meet the future demands placed on
buildings:

o Adequately fund the federal agencies that advance the development and enforcement of
energy standards and guidelines including the Department of Energy, National [nstitute
of Standards and Technology, Environmental Protection Agency, and the General
Services Administration which serves as a leader in the implementation of leading edge
technologies and practices.

o Support the research and development necessary to develop and deploy cost effective
technologies necessary to achieve our nation’s energy goals. This includes the
technologies envisioned under the Net-Zero Energy Commercial Building Initiative
established in EISA. Additionally, sufficient investment must be made in R&D for
renewable energy technologies such as solar, wind, water, biomass, and geothermal.
These renewable energy technologies will be critical components of the design and
construction of net zero energy buildings—funding for their development must parallel
their importance to their role in net zero energy buildings.

» Enact policies that encourage individuals and businesses to implement energy efficient
technologies and practices that go beyond the minimum requirements. This includes the
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commercial building tax deduction and setting realistic depreciation schedules for
HVAC&R equipment.

» Continue to support the utilization of voluntary consensus standards in regulation and
codes as recognized by The National Technology Transfer and Advancement Act of 1995
(P.L. 104-113) (NTTAA) and OMB Circular A-119.

» Support education programs focused on providing students with competence in science,
technology, engineering and mathematics (STEM). As we are challenged to improve the
performance of buildings, we will need a skilled engineering and technician workforce to
assure that the buildings are properly designed, constructed and maintained.

Thank you again for the opportunity to address the committee. Please feel free to contact me or
our ASHRAE Washington Office should you require any additional information on buildings
related issues.
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The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Mr. Peterson, very much.

Our next witness is Edward Norton, who is an accomplished
actor and native son of Boston. But he is here in the role of trustee
of Enterprise Community Partners, an enterprise developing the
first national green building program focused entirely on affordable
housing.

Mr. Norton has been environmentally active for many years and
recently worked to improve the carbon footprint of the filming proc-
ess in his upcoming movie, “The Incredible Hulk,” a green monster
indeed. [Laughter.]

So we actually have one in Boston at Fenway Park, a green mon-
ster. And now we have one in Hollywood that is working to serve
as an example for other movie-makers.

Mr. Norton, we are really honored to have you with us here
today. Whenever you are ready, please begin.

STATEMENT OF EDWARD NORTON

Mr. NORTON. Thanks, Chairman Markey and all the members of
the committee. It is a great opportunity to testify on this subject.

As you said, I am testifying on behalf of Enterprise Community
Partners. Enterprise, for those of you who don’t know, is a national
nonprofit organization whose mission is to ensure that all low-in-
come people in the United States have the opportunity for fit and
affordable housing. Enterprise provides financing and expertise to
community-based organizations for affordable housing development
and other community revitalization activities.

We have invested more than $8 billion and created 240,000 af-
fordable homes, strengthened communities through hundreds of cit-
ies across the country. And Enterprise also works very closely on
a bipartisan basis with policymakers at all levels of government to
develop solutions to low-income housing needs.

Now, I feel like I need to give a little context here. You gave
some. If you happen to occasionally go to the movies during the
summer recess, then you are probably wondering why I am here.
But Enterprise was founded by my grandfather, James Rouse, and
his wife Patty in 1982. My grandfather was a very well-known
urban philosopher, developer, planner, and a champion of Amer-
ican cities. He was fond of saying that, “To build a better city is
to work at the heart of a civilization.” And I have always tried to
keep thinking of that.

After retiring from his career in commercial development, he
spent the remainder of his life committed to expanding opportuni-
ties for low-income people, and he was awarded the Presidential
Medal of Freedom for this work in 1995 by President Clinton. He
was a great inspiration to me, he is the main reason that I am
here, and to all who knew him as well. Enterprise reflects his con-
victions today and his entrepreneurialism and his innovation.

I worked for Enterprise for a few years right after college while
I was moonlighting in a theater. And when the moonlighting start-
ed to become a paying occupation, I went on the board. [Laughter.]

So I have been on the board since 2000. And my principal inter-
est and contribution has been to push Enterprise to lead on the
issue of greening the affordable-housing development model.
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So hopefully now nobody will write this off as Chairman Markey
pulling cameras into his committee room and you will indulge me
in the actual testimony.

Obviously, all of you are well aware, as everyone here at the
table has been saying, of the impact that residential and commer-
cial buildings have on the greenhouse gas production. We are very
pleased that the committee is focused on buildings as part of its
leadership on climate change and energy issues generally. And we
feel, at Enterprise, that what we can speak to specifically are the
unique aspects of affordable housing in this context, which is often
left out of these conversations.

I think a lot of people assume that green practices are the prove-
nance of commercial real estate, and that is absolutely not true,
and we are determined to include affordable housing in this con-
versation.

Enterprise recently published a white paper laying out a com-
prehensive case for connecting affordable housing to climate change
and energy needs and solutions through a Federal policy platform
called, “Bringing Home the Benefits of Energy Efficiency to Low-
Income Households.” The paper is enclosed in our written testi-
mony, so all of you have it, and I will address it only briefly.

Enterprise primarily works to bring benefits of sustainable devel-
opment to low-income people on a fairly unprecedented scale
through something that we started called the Green Communities
Initiative. Through Green Communities, Enterprise is providing
funds and expertise to build and rehabilitate for-sale houses and
rental apartments that are healthier for low-income residents and
more energy-efficient and better for the environment.

Green Communities homes are built according to our Green Com-
munities criteria, which, before LEED even, was the first national
framework of standards and practices for green affordable housing.
We have invested over $570 million in this initiative and have built
11,800 affordable green homes in 28 States, as of now.

We feel we have gained a couple of key insights through the
work.

The first is that green and affordable are not just intertwined
but that they are, in fact, inextricably linked agendas, insofar as
low-income people and communities suffer disproportionately from
housing challenges, energy costs and effects of climate change.

The good news is that we can now demonstrate very conclusively
that those agendas to create and build green and meet affordable-
housing demand can be one and the same. We can show that the
costs are only about 2 to 4 percent higher, and that this premium
tends to come down for developers as they gain experience.

We can show that most of the marginally higher costs attrib-
utable to these measures generate financial savings for low-income
families, to whom those savings definitely matter the most. In
other words, those techniques do pay for themselves in an afford-
able context, and usually very quickly.

We can show that greening affordable development at scale does
result in measurable improvements in health and reduced health-
care costs, especially asthma; that green and affordable housing at
scale reduces carbon emission very measurably. And the evidence
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to back these assertions is included also in the written statement
that we have given you.

The other key insight that we have derived pursuing these goals
is that Federal leadership is essential and that a national commit-
ment to this agenda in affordable housing is sorely lacking. We
need national, bipartisan commitment to this effort.

Our 10-point plan lays out key elements of what we think that
commitment should entail, and it is included in our statement. But
in the broad strokes, a Federal commitment of $5 billion a year
over 10 years could deliver huge benefits across the board: 25 to
40 percent energy savings in up to 25 million residential units; up
to 50 million tons of carbon dioxide emissions avoided; and hun-
dreds of thousands of green jobs created annually.

This Federal commitment is relatively modest if one considers
that HUD, as Mayor Newsom mentioned, currently spends more
than $4 billion annually just to pay utilities in very inefficient,
Government-assisted properties. $5 billion is a very small share of
the projected revenues that would be generated under proposals to
curb greenhouse gas emissions currently under consideration in
Congress and supported by all three major presidential candidates.

The solutions are definitely available, but there is no more time,
we feel, for small-scale, incremental progress. We think that policy-
makers need to act with urgency and seriousness of purpose, for
starters. Congress just simply should not allow taxpayer funds to
support building of any kind that does not meet a more demanding
minimum standard for energy efficiency and indoor air quality and
lower carbon emissions.

To wrap it up, I mean, to make it a more personal statement, I
am sure that many of you saw, as I did, the recent paper that was
submitted by NASA’s chief climatologist, James Hansen. I met him
with Congressman Markey, the other day.

The abstract attached to it argued that, and I will quote him, “If
humanity wishes to preserve a planet similar to that on which civ-
ilization developed and on which life on Earth is adapted,
paleoclimate evidence and ongoing climate change suggests that
CO; will need to be reduced from its current 385 parts per million
to, at most, 350 parts per million.”

And that is a tough diagnosis, and it is a monumental challenge.
So the significance of these issues that you are debating really
can’t be overstated.

We talked about this at the Earth Day rally, the other day. I
think that every generation is called on in different ways to serve
a higher purpose. I think I am the youngest person at the table,
and I wanted to comment that my grandparents’ generation rose
up, faced a great war against fascism and totalitarianism. My par-
ents’ generation carried the torch of civil rights and social equality.
I have very little doubt, personally—I am 38 years old—I have very
little doubt that the legacy of my generation is going to hinge on
how we respond to these revelations that we are not living
sustainably and that we are altering the environment.

And T feel very confident in saying that my generation and even
those younger than us have truly embraced this as our cause and
that we are ready to rise to this challenge. But bluntly, we are not
yet running things; you are. And this is a problem, because the
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scale of this challenge is going to require bold action on a national
level. And our generation does not want to be told to “go shopping”
right now. We are ready to sacrifice, as our parents and grand-
parents did. We want to do nation-building, but we want to start
at home by playing our part in creating the next prosperous Amer-
ican century.

But somebody has got to call on us to do this by defining this
as a test of our American character, much as Lincoln and Franklin
Roosevelt and John F. Kennedy and other great leaders did in their
time. And we need it clearly articulated as a national priority, and
we need the bar set very high, much higher than it has been, be-
cause timidity is going to squander our generation’s resolve and re-
sourcefulness.

So all of us at Enterprise commend you for convening this hear-
ing, and we are available to answer any questions. Thank you for
the opportunity.

[The statement of Mr. Norton follows:]
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“Building Green, Saving Green: Constructing Sustainable and Energy Efficient Buildings”
May 14, 2008

Introduction

Chairman Markey, Ranking Member Sensenbrenner and members of the Committee, thank you for
this opportunity to testify on the subject of green building. I am Edward Norton and my testimony
is on behalf of Enterprise Community Partners and its subsidiary organizations (Enterprise).

Enterprise is a national nonprofit organization whose mission is to ensure that all low-income
people in the United States have the oppertunity for fit and affordable housing and to move up and
out of poverty into the mainstream of American life. Enterprise provides financing and expertise to
community based organizations for affordable housing development and other community
revitalization activities throughout the U.S. Enterprise has invested more than $9 billion to create
more than 240,000 affordable homes and strengthen hundreds of communities across the country.
Enterprise also works closely on a bipartisan basis with policymakers at all levels of government
to develop solutions to low-income community needs.

1 have been a member of the Board of Trustees of Enterprise Community Partners since 2000.
Enterprise was founded by my grandfather, James Rouse, and his wife Patty in 1982. My
grandfather was well known as a visionary developer, planner and champion of American cities.
He was deeply committed to expanding opportunity for low-income people. And he was an
environmentalist. Enterprise reflects those values today, as well as my grandfather’s compassion,
entrepreneurialism and innovation.

Enterprise commends the Committec for convening this hearing. The fastest way to make the most
progress most quickly on climate change is by reducing energy waste in buildings. The most cost
effective ways to do that are by retrofitting existing buildings, while the deepest energy and
greenhouse gas reductions can be made in new buildings as they come on line. We must address
existing and new buildings and in each case major gains are achievable by applying what we know
today.

Residential units — owner occupied houses and rental apartments together — account for the largest
share of energy use and greenhouse gas emissions of any building type. The homes of our lowest
income citizens, including vulnerable populations like seniors and the disabled, are especially
needy and deserving of improvements to increase their energy and water efficiency, improve their
indoor air quality and connect them to transit and greenspace.

ENTERPRISE COMMUNITY PARTNERS, INC.
American City Building # 10227 Wincopin Circle # Columbia, MD 21044 » 410.964.1230 ® www enterprisecommunity.org
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The principles and practices of “green” development offer proven, cost effective ways to address
rising energy costs and current and longstanding housing challenges, as well as global warming.
“Greening” affordable housing — making it more energy efficient, as well as healthier and more
environmentally responsible ~ is also a tangible way to ensure that the enormous promise of the
emerging green economy includes opportunities for everyone in our society. And green
development provides a powerful framework for rethinking how we create and sustain
communities that are better places for all citizens and future generations.

So we are pleased that the Committee has focused on buildings as part of its leadership on climate
change and energy issues. We are grateful for the opportunity to speak to the unique aspects of
affordable housing in this context.

Enterprise is working to bring the benefits of sustainable development to low-income people at an
unprecedented scale through our Green Communities initiative. Enterprise’s vision through Green
Communities is for all affordable housing in the United States to be environmentally sustainable.
Based on our experience and remarkable momentum across the country, we believe that goal is
achievable in the near term, with major potential benefits for low-income people and communities,
as well as the environment. To achieve it, we must act with boldness and a sense of urgency. It is
time for a national commitment to make green and affordable one and the same.

If my testimony achieves one thing, I hope it will be to inspire the Committee to make green
homes and communities for low-income families a priority in the national effort to fight climate
change.

The Case for a National Commitment for Green Affordable Homes

Enterprise has laid out a comprehensive case for connecting affordable housing, climate change
and energy needs and solutions through a federal policy platform in a new paper entitled Bringing
Home the Benefits of Energy Efficiency to Low-Income Households. This paper is enclosed with
my testimony so I will only summarize it here.

There are roughly 25 million households with annual incomes of $25,000 or less in the country.
This income level is generally in line with the federal housing policy definition of “very low-
income” and approximately equivalent to 50 percent of the national median income and 150
percent of the federal poverty level for a family of three.

Rising home energy costs have far outpaced income gains for very low-income people in recent
years. Utility bills often impose a financial hardship on these households, forcing many to make
desperate tradeoffs between heat, electricity and other basic necessities. Low-income and minority
communities especially bear the impact of climate change, though they have done the least to
cause the crisis.

ENTERPRISE COMMUNITY PARTNERS. INC.
American City Building ® 10227 Wincopin Circle ® Columbia, MD 21044 = 410.964.1230 ® www enterprisecommunity.org
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Yet some otherwise worthy ideas for fighting global warming, such as proposals to cap greenhouse
gas emissions, could impose significantly higher costs on the poor. Nearly half of the increased
costs could come from more expensive home energy.

A national commitment to green affordable homes could address all those issues. Independent
research — and Enterprise experience, discussed more below — has shown that green affordable
homes can generate substantial cost savings from lower energy and water use and contribute to
better health outcomes for children with asthma. Green homes also can help lower carbon dioxide
emissions and reduce local energy and water burdens as part of comprehensive local climate
protection strategies.

In addition, the construction and rehabilitation of green affordable homes can be the basis for
creating large numbers of good “green jobs” for which low-income people can be trained. Green
affordable development at scale can also help stabilize communities straggling with the fallout
from high concentrations of home foreclosures. (As Congress works to address the foreclosure
crisis, specifically the redevelopment of foreclosed vacant properties, we should ensure that
resources to support these efforts support green practices.)

We can make progress on all these issues simultaneously and lock—in long term environmental,
energy and other benefits for very low-income households by making an investment in greening
their homes. A federal commitment of $5 billion a year over 10 years could deliver huge benefits
across the board: 25 — 40 percent energy savings in up to 25 million residential units, up to 50
million tons of carbon dioxide emissions avoided and hundreds of thousands of green jobs created
annually when fully implemented.

Such a federal commitment is relatively modest when one considers that the U.S. Department of
Housing and Urban Development (HUD) currently pays more than $4 billion annually in utility
bills in often inefficient government-assisted properties that constitute a fraction of the homes and
apartments that could benefit. And $5 billion is a very small share of the projected revenues that
would be generated under proposals to curb greenhouse gas emissions under consideration in
Congress and supported by the major candidates for president.

Greening all affordable homes would require long-term commitment for practical as well as
budgetary reasons. Conditions vary widely across the affordable inventory. There is a need to scale
up the delivery system ~ contractors, energy auditors and local government staff — to implement a
major national effort. And investments in green affordable homes must go hand in hand with
strategies to encourage smarter land use and transporiation.

But there is no more time for small-scale solutions and incremental progress. Policymakers must
act with urgency and seriousness of purpose. Mayors and governors are taking on the challenges
with increasing boldness. Congress must do the same, led in the House by this committee. The
balance of my testimony addresses the specific questions from Chairman Markey in his letter
inviting me to testify.

ENTERPRISE COMMUNITY PARTNERS, INC.
American City Building » 10227 Wincopin Circle # Columbia, MP) 21044 # 410.964.1230 ® www enterpriseconunurity.org
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Responses to Questions from the Committee
Why did Enterprise develop the Green Communities program?

Enterprise created Green Communities in 2004 with an initial commitment of $555 million to
create 8,500 green affordable homes for low-income people over five years, with the ultimate goal
of making environmentally sustainable development the mainstream in the affordable housing
industry. Through Green Communities, Enterprise provides funds and expertise to enable
developers to build and rehabilitate for-sale houses and rental apartments that are healthier, more
energy efficient and better for the environment — without compromising affordability. Enterprise
also works with state and local governments and with Congress to develop policies that lead to
more environmentally sustainable homes and communities.

Green Communities homes are built according to the Green Communities Criteria, the first
national framework for environmentally sustainable affordable homes. The Criteria were
developed in collaboration with and endorsed by a number of leading environmental, energy,
green building, affordable housing and public health organizations.

Four years into the effort, results have exceeded expectations. To date Enterprise has invested
more than $570 million to create mote than 11,000 green affordable homes in more than 250
developments in 28 states. We have trained more than 3,000 housing professionals and helped
more than 20 states and cities implement greener housing policies.

Enterprise developed Green Communities because we becarme convinced that there were ways to
create homes and communities for low-income people that saved money, conserved resources,
created healthier environments and expanded access to transit and greenspace. We believed we
could do better for families and communities who had typically been left out of other visions for
the coming green economy.

Our inspiration was a handful of pioneering affordable housing developers such as my fellow
Enterprise Community Partners Trustee Jonathan Rose, who had begun to show that affordable
housing could be green. Enterprise’s aim was to elevate wiiat these leaders were showing was
possible and make it mainstream. The strategies include a clear set of criteria, a comprehensive set
of financial resources and technical expertise and an active engagement with policymakers as .
partners in creating a new approach to providing affordable homes for low-income people.

Do you know whether there are additional costs to develop sustainable and energy-efficient low-
income housing?

In creating Green Communities, Enterprise sought to show that all affordable housing — new
construction and rehabilitations, ownership as well as rental, large urban developments and small
rural projects — could be green within the budgets and capacity of the typical affordable housing
developer.

ENTERPRISE COMMUNITY PARTNERS, INC.
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Enterprise also intended to show that green affordable developments could be created for little if
any higher development costs than conventional projects that do not offer the same benefits. And
Enterprise endeavored to demonstrate the benefits of green affordable development.

The Green Communities portfolio represents virtually every form of housing in every type of
climate in every kind of community in the country. New rental construction in the suburbs outside
Portland, Oregon. Homeless housing on an infill site in downtown San Francisco. Single family
homeownership in Blacksburg, Virginia. Senior living with services in Baltimore. Farmworker
homes in rural Oregon. Historic preservation outside Chicago. Family housing in Billings,
Montana. Adaptive reuse with solar power in central Los Angeles. New subdivision for-sale units
in Bonita Springs, Florida. Public housing revitalization in Cleveland. Transit oriented
development in Cambridge, Massachusetts.

Enterprise’s extensive evaluation efforts are generating data that show that we can create highly
sustainable homes for low-income families such as these for only marginally higher development
costs — 2 percent to 4 percent on average, and that costs can come down with experience.
Critically, Enterprise’s evaluation suggests that most of the marginally higher costs are attributable
to measures that generate financial savings, such as energy and water efficiency features, or enable
developments to properly plan an “integrated design,” which has been shown to lower costs and
enhance environmental performance in buildings.

How do residents of Green Community homes benefit from the program?

Emerging data shows that Green Communities developments generate substantial cost savings
from lower energy and water usage — hundreds of dollars per unit on an annual basis in many
cases. These savings either accrue directly to low-income residents, or are reinvested back into
properties by building owners, or both. In addition, groundbreaking research at a few Green
Communities developments is starting to demonstrate significant health benefits from green
affordable homes. At the High Point development in Seattle, for example, researchers are finding a
dramatic decrease in unscheduled emergency room visits due to asthma and increase in asthma-
free days for residents.

Residents of Green Communities developments stand to benefit in other ways as well. All Green
Communities developments are required to create a guide to educate residents on how to realize
the full green benefits of their homes. Owners of rental properties are also required to develop
maintenance and operations plan to ensure that their buildings will remain green over time. To
assist our partners in meeting these requirements, Enterprise has created a handbook on green
operations and maintenance that can be customized for each building operator and a guide for low-
income residents in green living.

ENTERPRISE COMMUNITY PARTNERS, INC.
American City Building = 10227 Wincopin Circle ® Columbia, MD 21044 » 410.964.1230 ® www.enterprisecommunity.org



49

Wy :
» 1 Enterprise’

In implementing its state and local programs, has Enterprise discovered any regional approaches
that work best for sustainable buildings or does it use a national model for its cities?

Enterprise has been fortunate to work with mayors, governors and business and community leaders
on large-scale state and local green affordable initiatives across the country. The first public
official with whom we formed a partnership was Mayor Newsom of San Francisco. We were
honored to stand with him in 2005 when he became the first mayor in the country to commit to
making all affordable housing in his city green in partnership with Enterprise. Since then, San
Francisco has committed funding and created policies to achieve this goal, building on the results
of Enterprise’s $100 million commitment to pilot and prove out the most effective approaches for
the city through a series of demonstration developments. Now we are working together to
transform entire communities through the mayor’s visionary HOPE SF initiative.

Another example of our approach is at the state level, with Governor Tim Pawlenty of Minnesota.
Enterprise has worked with his administration, leading local foundations and the state’s affordable
housing industry through an ambitious effort called Minnesota Green Communities. The
initiative’s goal is that al]l new affordable homes in the state will be green by 2010 ~ and that goal
is in sight, driven again by a growing number of Green Communities developments that are
showing what is possible and by Governor Pawlenty’s leadership.

We cite just these two examples to illustrate first and foremost that green affordable development
is a bipartisan issue that mayors and governors across the country are beginning to advance at
scale. The Green Communities national model brings a comprehensive set of resources for the
purpose of catalyzing regional and local commitments and capacity.

In other words, relatively small amounts of seed funding and outside expertise can drive major
progress — provided the local leadership is willing to make green affordable housing a priority.
Local conditions and capacity should always drive development of the specific solutions, but
national efforts — Green Communities as well as federal policies — can provide a useful framework
that brings the best of what has worked elsewhere.

Enterprise has demonstrated that in every region it is possible to improve the performance of
affordable housing and lower carbon emissions. The successful approach leverages national
resources to expand local capacity and technical expertise, brings stakeholders together to share
solutions and advocates for policies that make the development environment most conducive to
green construction and rehabilitation.

How does Enterprise complement or supplement other green building standards such as LEED,
Green Globes or the National Association of Home Builders Green Building Standard?

In practice, green development is not about satisfying a checklist of environmental criteria per se,
but about establishing the environmental goals for a project that reflect the priorities, opportunitics
and challenges that its stakeholders identify. Standards and criteria have inherent limitations in
such a dynamic, broad-based area as sustainable development.

ENTERPRISE COMMUNITY PARTNERS, INC.
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Clear, rigorous criteria are essential, however, for establishing common benchmarks of
performance, ensuring depth of environmental outcomes and defining a reference point to evaluate
results for policymakers, developers and capital providers. They are useful tools. We understand
the Committee’s interest in the issue of greenbuilding standards and its concern that “numerous
definitions of green buildings can lead to confusion, inaction or ineffective policy.”

‘We can speak most substantively about the Green Communities Criteria. The Criteria were
developed in 2004, when there was no national rating system for green residential buildings and
when only a handful of local green building programs addressed affordable homes in any context.

The Green Communities Criteria were developed to fill this void in the marketplace and were
specifically designed to provide a workable framework for green affordable housing that was 1)
holistic, encompassing smart sitting and locational elements as well as green building, operations
and maintenance features; 2) applicable to the range of affordable housing developments across
the country, meaning new construction and rehabilitation; for sale and rental; single- and
multifamily; and 3) cost effective for most affordable housing developers to implement.

The Green Communities Criteria were developed through a consensus-based process and endorsed
by a number of national organizations: Enterprise, the Natural Resources Defense Council, the
American Institute of Architects, the American Planning Association, the National Center for
Healthy Housing, Southface, Global Green USA, the Center for Maximum Potential Building
Solutions and experts associated with the U.S. Green Building Council (USGBC).

The Green Communities Criteria reference established national standards, such as Energy Star, in
most major categories. The Criteria are also aligned with the USGBC’s Leadership in Energy and
Environmental Design for Homes (LEED-H) national green rating system. And the Criteria are
compatible, by design, with the leading local green building programs that are intended for
affordable housing, such as Southface’s EarthCraft Multifamily program.

The Green Communities Criteria remain the only national standard specifically designed for
affordable housing that covers large as well as small buildings and new construction as well as a
wide range of rchabilitation projects. Enterprise believes that the Green Communities Criteria,
based on its track record in the industry, is an appropriate framework for federal policy to advance
green affordable homes. Other proven, effective green building standards, specifically including
LEED - H and EarthCraft Multifamily, may also be appropriate for federal policy.

Clearly, the issue of standards is important in developing federal green building policies. We urge
that Congress not allow arguments about standards to distract from the task at hand, however, or
divert the focus from confronting our major environmental, energy and housing challenges with
the boldness and the urgency required.

ENTERPRISE COMMUNITY PARTNERS, INC.
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Congress can reference proven criteria that measurably improve environmental performance
without limiting its flexibility or that of local communities to revise them over time or adopt more
targeted solutions. For example, Congress could provide flexibility by adopting specific criteria
and simply adding language that also authorizes “substantially equivalent” standards as determined
by the appropriate administering agency. Congress does not even need to pick and choose among
full green building programs; it could simply raise the bar by establishing targets for building
performance based on widely accepted standards such as Energy Star.

At the heart of the matter is a simple question: will Congress continue to allow taxpayer funds to
support design and development of affordable housing — and other types of buildings — that does
not meet more demanding minimum standards for greater energy efficiency, better indoor air
quality and lower carbon emissions that create higher quality homes and communities for our
citizens? We believe the answer must be no. We can do better, and we must.

Experience and a growing body of evidence shows that higher thresholds appropriately
implemented can directly lead to significant environmental, economic and health benefits without
imposing infeasible higher costs. There may always be isolated examples — exceptions that prove
the rule — that purport to show progress is not possible without tradeoffs.

Special attention should be paid to assisting smaller projects, organizations and communities with
making the transition to the green, equitable economy. But no longer can we allow lowest common
denominators to drive our policy. We urge the Congress to take the longer view and advance the
bigger vision.

How can Congress continue fo promote sustainable and energy efficient housing in the public and
private sector?

Enterprise’s paper Bringing Home the Benefits of Energy Efficiency to Low-Income Households,
contains a 10-point policy platform for federal leadership with specific policy recommendations.
Again, that paper is attached to this testimony for the Committee’s reference. The elements of the
platform are:

Build capacity to implement low-cost improvements
Expand and leverage financing for weatherization
Ensure climate change legisfation supports low-income home energy efficiency
Fund the Energy Efficiency Block Grant and prioritize very low-income homes
- Invest in green jobs and prioritize homebuilding and rehabilitation
Build on HUD pilot programs and strengthen HUD’s commitment to energy efficiency
Green the revitalization of distressed public housing communities
Improve and expand federal energy tax credits for residential energy efficiency
Incentivize major financial institutions to finance energy-efficient very low-income homes
Support research and drive innovation to deepen encrgy efficiency

® & o & & 0 & & ¢ @
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The proposals have a relatively modest cost and could be funded without cuts to other
environmental, energy and housing priorities. They are designed to support the innovation among
the private sector, leading mayors and governors and professional associations that is underway all
across the country but needs federal leadership to get to scale.

The recommendations build on and improve existing programs. They also include new ideas
Enterprise and others have worked with Congress to develop that are moving through the
legislative process. The recommendations span a number of congressional committees and federal
agencies. In a sense, that is the point of our plan: a national commitment to green buildings,
especially affordable homes for low-income families, requires a holistic way of thinking and a
comprehensive public-private partnership.

At the project level, the essence of building green is integration — a building is understood in its
totality and as a system. This “integrated design” approach has been shown to significantly lower
costs and increase environmental benefits in many types of buildings. At the policy level, success
too will depend on breaking down barriers between programs and agencies at all levels of
government and finding common ground in creating greener homes and communities for all our
citizens. This Committee can play a leading role in that effort and Enterprise looks forward to
working with the Committee in any way.

ENTERPRISE COMMUNITY PARTNERS, INC.
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The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Mr. Norton, very much.

In fact, your grandfather, James Rouse, came to Boston in the
middle of the 1960s and looked at our oldest buildings—Fanueil
Hall, Quincy Market—and said, “We can take those old buildings
and redesign them for the 20th and the 21st century.”

Mr. NORTON. He would have done them more efficiently if he had
known what we know now.

The CHAIRMAN. But even with his vision, though, he did that in
Baltimore. He went city after city and took the oldest structures
and redesigned them for the new era. And you are here following
in his footsteps, asking for us to do it once again for the 21st cen-
tury, and we thank you.

Mr. NORTON. Thanks for the opportunity.

The CHAIRMAN. Our next witness, Michelle Moore, is senior vice
president of policy and market development of the U.S. Green
Building Council. This council develops the LEED standard, one of
the most popular green building certification programs in the coun-
try.

b We welcome you, Ms. Moore. Whenever you are ready, please
egin.

STATEMENT OF MICHELLE MOORE

Ms. MOORE. Thank you very much. And thank you so much not
only for giving us the opportunity to address you here today with
so many colleagues and leaders from around the world on this
topic, but also for your explicitly stated intent to raise the level of
awareness of green buildings as a source of solutions for climate
change, for energy and a myriad of other issues.

As Americans, we spend 90 percent of our time indoors. Our
buildings have an extraordinary, if little understood, impact on our
health and well-being. And there are so many issues that they are
able to help us address.

So, to begin with, just a little bit about the U.S. Green Building
Council. We are a 501(c)(3) nonprofit organization. We have been
in existence for about 15 years. And USGBC’s mission is the mar-
ket transformation of the built environment to sustainability. And
that concept of market transformation is extraordinarily important
in understanding the intent and, really, the uses of the LEED
green building rating system, which many of the other speakers
here today have referenced.

Our membership is composed of, to date, about 16,000 organiza-
tional members. So those are companies, educational institutions
and governmental agencies who are a part not only of USGBC as
an organization but who also participate in the consensus process
that develops and advances the LEED rating system.

Our vision in creating LEED and our intent in its use is that it
would set a high bar, challenge the leaders and innovators in the
marketplace to achieve it, and, in doing so, gradually raise the floor
of the industry.

Now, in the climate in which we currently exist, obviously the
U.S. Green Building Council feels a tremendous sense of urgency
associated with energy and climate, again, like so many of the col-
leagues on the panel here today. And that sense of urgency is ex-
pressed in our work.
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And if you had an opportunity to read the written testimony that
I shared, there has been extraordinary growth in the green build-
ing marketplace, certainly over the course of the past 8 years since
the introduction of the LEED green building rating system.

USGBC’s growth is a reasonable proxy for understanding how
the market has been pacing forward, by every measure, by reg-
istered and certified buildings, membership in USGBC, or LEED-
accredited professionals in the community. So these are profes-
sionals from the engineering community, from the architectural
community who have committed themselves to greener buildings. It
has been doubling at the rate of about 50—well, every 2 years, dou-
bling every 2 years, growing at a rate of 50 percent a year, which
is good, but it is not enough in terms of what we need to achieve
in a very short period of time.

Other statistics in terms of market growth that I think are im-
portant to understand are that McGraw-Hill projects that by the
year 2010 there will be about a $60 billion marketplace for green
building products and services. So all of the projections that we
have heard about the potential for green job creation, for driving
tremendous innovation and entrepreneurialism in our economy
around the building sector, which is 14.7 of U.S. GDP and gen-
erates 9 million American jobs, are coming true today.

But the single greatest obstacle to that is the perception that, to
do something good, to do something better, to do something that is
better for the environment, it is going to cost you a pound of flesh.

And if you look at some of the research that has come out, even
over the course of the past year, about perceptions of green build-
ing, while there is an increasing understanding that, indeed, it
does save money, and if there is a first-cost premium associated
with building green—and the research out there right now says
that that first-cost premium typically stands at 1.5 percent of total
cost—it is paid back within the first year just based on utility sav-
ings. But the challenge is that the vast majority of the population,
even in professional communities, overestimate that first-cost pre-
mium by more than 300 percent. So it is a mindset that needs to
be transformed through demonstration, through research, through
case histories, that could make a tremendous impact in accel-
erating change.

Most of what we have talked about here today so far have been
new buildings, you know, how to really change the impact of new
structures that are being built today in America—homes, schools,
commercial buildings, governmental buildings—can make. We
would put forth that the single greatest opportunity that we have
is with our existing building stock. It is 90 percent of the oppor-
tunity, quite literally.

And a recent McKinsey study that was published put forth that
it was a negative cost, which I guess means a profitable oppor-
tunity for CO, emissions reductions—negative cost is kind of a
funny way to say that. We can actually make money and generate
jobs and generate economic opportunity by investing in the build-
ings that we already have. That is true in the commercial space,
and that is true in the residential space as well.

It is not as sexy as solar panels. And it takes a lot of additional
training, you know, people whose skills we don’t have today, but
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it is an enormous opportunity. We have done some initial calcula-
tions, and it suggests that 1.2 million jobs could be generated by
a complete commitment.

I would like to close just by offering one additional important
focus, and it is a focus that Congresswoman Solis brought up early
on, and that is our schools. In the commercial marketplace, our
schools are the single largest market sector. It is a $37 billion mar-
ketplace this year alone. And 20 percent of America goes to school
every day.

Congress has taken a leadership position on this with the Green
Schools Caucus, which many members of this committee have
joined as well. But it is an extraordinary opportunity not only to
dramatically reduce CO, emissions, dramatically reduce energy
consumption, but, to Edward Norton’s point, demonstrate in very
concrete terms to the next generation that we have a real commit-
ment to a more sustainable future.

Thank you.

[The statement of Ms. Moore follows:]
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I would like to begin by expressing our appreciation for the opportunity to
speak to you about green buildings and about the role that the U.S. Green
Building Council (USBGC) and its LEED Green Building Rating System have
played in catalyzing market transformation in the building sector. On behalf of
our more than 15,000 organizational members and more than 70 local
Chapters, we commend Chairman Markey and Ranking Member
Sensenbrenner for convening this important hearing.

My name is Michelle Moore, and it is my honor to represent USGBC as its
Senior Vice President of Policy and Public Affairs.

The Impact of the Built Environment

Buildings are an essential part of the solution to the energy, resource, and
climate issues our country is facing.

Buildings in America typically have a lifespan of 50 to 100 years, throughout
which they continually consume energy, water, and natural resources.
Buildings are responsible for 39% of U.S. CO; emissions per year.! If the U.S.
built half of its new commercial buildings to use 50% less energy, it would
save more than 6 million metric tons of CO, annually for the entire life of the
buildings—the equivalent of taking more than 1 million cars off the road every
year.

In addition, buildings annually account for 39% of U.S. primary energy use;’
use 12.2% of all potable water or 15 trillion gallons per Qlcar;3 and consume
40% of raw materials globally (3 billion tons annually).” The EPA estimates
that 136 million tons of building-related construction and demolition debris are
generated in the U.S. in a single year.” (By way of comparison, the U.S. creates

209.7 million tons of municipal solid waste per year.%)

Moreover, Americans spend 90% of their time indoors.” Buildings have a
profound, if little understood, impact on our health and well-being as
individuals.

" EIA Annual Energy Review 2005, U.S. Energy Information Adminisiration, U.S. Depariment of Energy.

22003 U.S. DOE Buildings Energy Data Book.

3 U.S. Geological Service, 1995 data.

* Lenssen and Roodman, 1995, “Worldwatch Paper 124: A Building Revolution: How Ecology and Health Concerns
are Transforming Construction,” Worldwaich Institute.

* U.S. EPA Characterization of Construction and Demolition Debris in the United States, 1997 Update.

S U.S. EPA Characterization of Municipal Solid Waste in the United States, 1997 Update. Report No. EPA530-R-98-
007.

" U.S. Environmental Protection Agency