Intergovernmental Green Building Group (IGBG) Meeting

Metropolitan Washington Council of Governments

777 North Capitol Street, NE, Washington, DC 20002

Jan. 8, 2009

10am to noon

Draft Meeting Highlights

“Promoting cooperation on green building issues in the

Metropolitan Washington region”

In attendance:  

Joan Kelsch (Arlington), Chair

Stella Tarnay (District of Columbia), Vice Chair
Nate Walls (City of Rockville), Vice Chair
Helen Reinecke (Arlington County)

Nicole Steele (Loudoun County)

William Marsh (Loudoun County)
Leah Boggs (COG)
Dawn Dhavale (Fairfax County)

Eileen Emmet (Montgomery County)
John Mitchell (Prince William County)

Catherine Kendig (District of Columbia)

Patty Rose (GreenHOME)

Carla Grano (WMATA)

Perrilyn Fanfulik (WMATA)

Leslie Cook, (EPA Energy Star)
Mel Friedman (EnviroSolutions)

Dale Medearis (NVRC)

Elizabeth S. Perry (City of Falls Church)

George Nichols (MWCOG)
1. Call to Order

The January meeting was held from10:00 to 12:00 noon at COG, 777 North Capitol Street, NE. The meeting was called to order by IGBG chair Joan Kelsch. Vice-chair Stella Tarnay took notes.

2. Green Building Mapping

John Mataya, a staff member in COG’s Department of Community Planning and Services, gave a presentation on COG’s Green Building Inventory Project, which seeks to map LEED green buildings throughout the Washington Metropolitan region. The project responds to COG Board interest, as well that from the government, public, and private sectors in tracking green building progress. This may be the first regional inventory of green building projects, although members think perhaps Seattle or San Francisco may have undertaken such an effort. Data source is primarily USGBC, and goes back to 2001. The data tracks:

· LEED registered projects

· LEED certified projects

LEED data is listed by state and jurisdiction, rather than region. As of August 5, 2008, USGBC reports 339 reg/30 cert in DC, 373 reg/30 cert in MD, and 535 reg/55 cert in VA. Close to 30% of registered projects in any state are listed as “confidential” and cannot be tracked by jurisdiction. This makes it challenging to locate all of the region’s project accurately, but overall patterns become apparent. John showed examples of regional and local dot maps, and showed more detailed mapping/tracking for Alexandria. 

Preliminary results show a sharp growth in LEED registrations since 2005, as noted in the graph. The group noted the discrepancy between the number of registered and certified projects over time, and postulated that this is due to the fact that so many building projects were recently registered and are still in design/development or construction. Some building projects are registered under LEED, but never reach completion due to other factors. There is also the time delay for certification. In Arlington, LEED-registered projects are allowed to go through the Arlington review process, and so may appear as uncertified—although they are green.

IGBG members found the inventory project of great interest, and potentially very useful in their jurisdictions. It will also inform the regional conversation about green building development. Members explored the possibility for enriching the inventory with ENERGY STAR projects information, EarthCraft residential, renewables, and other green projects. The District is currently developing such a green map for a variety of green initiatives that could be interactive with the COG maps. Suggestions were made to imbed project images and live links into the inventory map to make it more interactive—as has been done in San Francisco, and on Google, and to track parallel data that accounts for the cumulative regional reduction of greenhouse gasses as a result of green building. Is it possible, it was asked, to track the percentage of buildings that are green over time? Tracking such information can be very difficult, it was noted. For renewables, for example, it would involve tracking electrical permits, and culling for renewable applications. One green building project involves multiple permits. If jurisdictions have policy to reduce assessed value based on renewables, it will be reported. 

If funds or staffing is not available, however, the group agreed that LEED mapping is a good indicator of green building progress. The committee looks forward to updated results.

3.  Residential Report

Discussion of the residential report continued, with committee chair Joan Kelsch reviewing work completed to date, and reviewing the outline. 

IGBG member Helen Reineke Wilt, manager of Arlington County’s Green Home Choice program, provided an overview of her analysis of existing residential green building standards. She noted that the format of the various standards: LEED Homes, NAHB, and EarthCraft, and the local Green Home Choice program, makes it hard to initially tell them apart, as some have similar credits, but are quite different once specific internal language is examined, while others are worded differently, but may achieve a similar outcome. She provided several helpful matrix/summary tables to track some of the key components/factors and similarities/differences.  These tables/matrixes highlighted requirements that were similar across the systems and those those were unique to each. Her overview included:

· Fees (quite diverse in range)

· General comparisons

· Scoring documentation, certification points, and innovation points

· Requirements and priorities

· Inspection/Builder training requirements and availability

· Process

Helen noted that fees vary widely among the systems. In her general comparison, she concluded that GHC and EarthCraft were more prescriptive, with a contractor orientation and less accessible to homeowners. LEED Homes has a more moderate list of credits and is more performance based. NAHB’s standard is more comprehensive and very lengthy. It incorporates some performance and some prescriptive-based measures. It is in general more applicable to subdivisions. The number of points achievable under each system varies widely, with NAHB having by far the highest point structure. All but NAHB have innovation points, with NAHB unknown. It was rather difficult to get information from NAHB for the analysis, Helen noted. ENERGY STAR certification is integrated into most of the systems (check w. Helen)

IGBG members noted that verification approaches under each system are very important to understand, and deserve close scrutiny. Helen noted that it is quite difficult to find qualified verifiers for Arlington County’s ENERGY STAR certification under Green Home Choice, because demand has been built up by the County’s program, while LEED Homes verifiers are currently not experiencing enough demand. The number of verifiers for all of the systems is in general quite limited in the region, as are training opportunities for those who want to get into the field.

In summary, Helen concluded that it remains difficult to know which program is better. It will be helpful she suggested, to talk to builders in the region who have tried using several. When deciding which standard to use in a particular jurisdiction, she suggested that administrators decide who primary users will be. Also, to think about what kinds of projects are the standard being applied to: single lot, subdivisions, or remodels and additions. Densely populated jurisdictions such as DC and Alexandria, for example, may have different standard needs than Loudoun County, for example, where tract subdivisions are more common. Several of the standards organizations, namely LEED for Homes and EarthCraft (in VA) are making big pushes in the market, and NAHB will launch one as soon as the most current version of the standard is finalized. This will all impact the market. 

Helen asked IGBG members look and give feedback – if technical expertise.

Members noted that keeping the existing homes component in mind is very important. The Regreen interiors program for green is a good example of getting the “biggest bang for the buck” in existing homes. Homeowners are an important part of the equation, as they are the residential market equivalents of developers/owner representatives in the commercial sector. They often decide on what standards they want to look for in new homes and request in renovations projects. They also drive the market. Thus, keeping in mind who the audience is, standards that are most accessible and easiest to recognize/understand by homeowners may have an advantage Equally, realtors, as representatives of green homes, need to be able to understand a standard and represents its advantages. 

It was suggested that rigorous certification programs may actually discourage participation if they are hard to achieve and not understood by homeowners. Jurisdictional programs that encourage improvement of existing homes will have great value, even if they do not require certification.

Members concluded that it was important for jurisdictions to have an active outreach program or access to one, and that the program with broad participation goals may be more important than the specific standard that is used. A list of regional resources and workshops for green building could be very helpful. Even while making this recommendation, members were noting that given current fiscal realities in the public sector, new programs funding was unlikely. But sometimes staff motivation could make a huge difference—for example Marion Clark’s establishment of the Going Green at Home outreach program in Montgomery County. Where are the touch points in each jurisdiction? Where are the opportunities to impact change for green homes with a strategic use of staff and monetary resources, it was asked.

The projected deadline for completing the residential report is March 3rd. A draft is requested by the chair by the February meeting. This will include a summary of Helen’s findings. The group reviewed individual responsibilities assigned for sections of the report.

4.  IGBG Regional Representation

Montgomery County no longer has representation on IGBG. Given the County’s active green building and energy initiatives, members feel it is important to include a representative in committee discussions. Eileen Emmett volunteered to outreach to her colleagues. One possible representative is Anja Caldwell’s replacement as Montgomery County’s green schools program manager.  

5. Roundtable of Green Building Activities and Upcoming Conferences

· February 4-6th

Good Jobs – Green Jobs Conference


The premier national conference for green jobs and green economy 
development. This year in Washington DC at the Marriott Wardman Park Hotel. 
Registration is $125 for all programs and panels. An associated Expo is free. 
IGBG members are encouraged to register. www.greenjobsconference.org
· March 3rd

Green Affordably Housing Forum


A regional conference addressing policy and programming needs for green 
affordable housing and green job opportunities. COG is a key organizer, with 
Enterprise. Modest registration fee. More details forthcoming – save the date.


Regional Workshops


Jason Holstine, president of Amicus green building center is hosting a variety of 
green building residential-oriented workshops. More information at 
www.amicusgreen.com. 


Amicus has also developed a preferred contractors list to assist homeowners with 
green home projects.

· Green Building and Climate Protection Interface


IGBG will initiate a conversation on the connection between green building and 
climate protection. It was not possible to cover this item in the course of the 
meeting, but vice-chair Stella Tarnay asked members to think about and note 
jurisdictional programs that bridge green building and climate protection and 
make them available to the group for a follow-up discussion.

· Media link

NY Times article last week on passive housing - “No Furnaces but Heat Aplenty in ‘Passive Houses’”, Elizabeth Rosenthal, December 26, 2008.

 http://www.nytimes.com/2008/12/27/world/europe/27house.html?_r=1&scp=1&sq=passive%20housing&st=cse
· Washington Business Journal
IGBG was also alerted to an article in the Washington Business Journal that raises a surety industry issues.  The surety industry is questioning the enforcement tactic in the 2006 Green Building Act, calling the provision unclear and risky.  Chair Kelsch has been briefed on the issue and will make arrangements for a full briefing to the committee at an upcoming meeting.

6. Next meeting and Adjournment

The next meeting is scheduled for Feb. 11th at 10:00 am in the Training Center, first floor.  There being no further business, the committee adjourned for a networking lunch.
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