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Testimony on Oregon Forest Products and Green Building Rating Systems
House Agriculture and Natural Resources Committee
February 23, 2012

Good afternoon. My name is Lincoln Cannon. | am the Director of Forest Taxation and
Resources for the Oregon Forest Industries Council (OFIC).

U.S. Secretary of Agriculture, Tom Vilsack, commenting on a 2011 US Forest Service
report, Science Supporting the Economic and Environmental Benefits of Using Wood
and Wood Products in Green Building Construction (2011), said:

“Wood should be a major component of American building and energy
design. The use of wood provides substantial environmental benefits,
provides incentives for private landowners fo maintain forestland, and
provides a critical source of jobs in rural America.”

McGraw-Hill Construction’s "Green Outlook 2011: Green Trends Driving Growth"
reports that the value of green building construction starts was $71 billion in 2010, up
over 50% from 2008, representing 25% of all new construction activity. The market is
expected to grow to $135 billion by 2015, including 40%-48% of the nonresidential
market and $14 billion to $18 billion in major retrofit and renovation projects.

The burgeoning growth in green building construction represents a substantial
opportunity to reinvigorate Oregon’s forest products industry. There is, however, a
major obstacle to the realization of this potential opportunity.

Leading national and international green building programs include the USGBC
Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED), GBI Green Globes, the
National Green Building Standard (NGBS) and the International Green Construction
Code (IgCC). These programs all provide bio-based materials credits for certified forest
products, although not equally, as will be discussed.

Major forest certification systems include the Sustainable Forest Initiative (SFI, U.S. and
Canada) and American Tree Farm System (ATFS, U.S.), Canadian Standards
Association (CSA, Canada), the Forest Stewardship Council (FSC, international) and
the Programme for Endorsement of Forest Certification (PEFC, international).






Forest products manufactured from trees grown under any of these forest certification
systems are eligible for bio-based materials credits in all of the green building programs
listed above, with one glaring exception. LEED, currently the dominant non-residential
green building program in the U.S., is the only program that recognizes only a single
forest certification system, FSC.

Why is this a problem? 4.2 million acres of forestlands are certified in Oregon; 2.9
million acres (68%) under SFI, 0.8 million acres (19%) under ATFS, and 0.56 million
acres (13%) under FSC. 87% of certified forests in Oregon are not FSC-certified.

On the manufacturing side, the situation is even more pronounced. Hampton
Associates, a major Oregon forest products manufacturer, estimates that less than
0.5% of the certified lumber manufactured from their Oregon mills is FSC-certified. The
vast majority of certified wood grown and milled in Oregon does not qualify for the wood
credits in LEED that are provided under every other green building program.

To claim the LEED wood credit for an Oregon building, FSC wood would have to be
imported, likely from outside the country — 90% of FSC certifications are outside the
United States — rather than using Oregon grown and manufactured wood products.
That makes little sense from an environmental or economic perspective. The result has
been that the wood credit is one of the least utilized credits in the LEED rating system,
because FSC wood is difficult to obtain and, if available, expensive.

LEED has revaluated their stance on forest certification on several occasions, most
recently in the development of LEED 2012. Each time, their membership has voted to
continue support for accepting only FSC wood. It is unlikely that their stance will
change in the near future.

In contrast to the closed LEED standard-setting process, Green Globes and National
Green Building Standard were vetted through the voluntary open American National
Standards Institute (ANSI) consensus process, through which they achieved
designation as American National Standards.

In 2011the Governor of Maine issued an executive order precluding the use of LEED for
green building certification of public buildings in Maine until they recognize SF! and
ATFS forest certifications. OFIC believes Oregon should follow Maine'’s lead in
recognizing only green building rating systems that reward the use of forest products
manufactured from wood from Oregon’s sustainably managed forests, regardless of
certification system. Unless and until LEED meets that test, its use should not be
encouraged in Oregon.






Attachments (additional information):

Feb 14, 2012 -- Testimony on HB 4166. Before the Oregon House Energy, Environment
and Water Committee. Dennis Creel, Forestlands Manager, Hampton Affiliates.

Dec 7, 2011 — Executive Order, Regarding the Use of Green Building Standards in
Public Buildings. Paul LePage, Governor of Maine.

Nov/Dec 2011 -- The Good News About Green Building. Western Forester. Cassie
Phillips and Edie Sonne Hall.

Nov/Dec 2011 — Green Building Systems in North America: How Do They Compare?
Western Forester. Chris Knowles and Arijit Sinha.

Aug 19, 2010 - Green Buildings: Open Wood credits to Oregon Products. Oregonian
Op-ed. Marvin Brown, Clint Benz, David Ford and Stave Wilson.

Aug 27, 2008 — The Differences Between Green Globes and LEED. Pro Sales
Magazine Online. Victoria Markovitz.
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HAMPTON TREE FARMS, INC.
MID-VALLEY RESOURCES, INC.
AGENCY CREEK MANAGEMENT CoO.

Testimony on HB 4166
House Energy, Environment and Water Committee
February 14, 2012

Thank you for the opportunity to testify today in favor of House Bill 4166.

My name is Dennis Creel. Iam the timberlands manager for Hampton Affiliates, a family-owned
Oregon company headquartered in Portland.

Hampton Affiliates employs about 1,600 people, primarily in Oregon, Washington and British
Columbia. Hampton’s annual lumber production capacity is in excess of 2 billion board feet,
making us one of the largest softwood lumber manufacturers in the country. Hampton also has
wholesale and distribution operations that deliver building products to customers all over the

world.

In Oregon, Hampton operates mills in Tillamook, Warrenton and Willamina with a combined
capacity of 940 million board feet per year, and directly employs over 600 people with an annual
payroll of $37 million. Hampton owns 91,000 acres of sustainably managed timberlands, and its
wood procurement and land management systems are certified through the Sustainable Forestry
Initiative (SFI). In addition, virtually all Hampton’s logging contractors are professionally
trained through SFI programs.

Of the certified volume manufactured in Hampton’s Oregon sawmills, 80% is certified under SFI,
19% under the American Tree Farm System (ATFS), and less than 0.5% is certified under Forest
Stewardship Council (FSC) standards. SFI is the predominant certification system used by large
private forest landowners in Oregon, while the ATFS provides certification to smaller family

woodland ownerships.

As a result, most Oregon-produced lumber does not qualify for the same preferred treatment as
FSC-certified wood under the Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) green
building standards. In contrast, Green Globes and most other national and international green
building standards treat wood certified under SFI, ATFS and FSC equally.

In general, but particularly for an Oregon tax credit for energy efficient buildings, Hampton
believes it is wrong to encourage green building systems that unfairly discriminate against
Oregon forest products and manufacturers. HB4166 takes a step in the right direction towards
eliminating that inequity, and Hampton fully supports the bill.

@ SUSTAINABLE FORESTRY INITIATIVE®
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OFFICE OF

THE GOVERNOR pAaTe _December 7, 2011

AN ORDER REGARDING THE USE OF GREEN
BUILDING STANDARDS IN STATE BUILDINGS

WHEREAS, the State of Maine is dedicated to the goals of energy efficiency, environmental
protection, and economic growth;

WHEREAS, the State should undertake initiatives that foster cost efficient and ecologicaily
responsible buildings; '

WHEREAS, reducing long-term operations and maintenance costs is essential to the
economic health of our State;

WHERFEAS, so-called “Green Building” standards have the potential to reduce waste in
building; .

WHEREAS, said standards have certain requirements on the harvest of natural construction
matezials, some of which recognize equally several forest certifications systems currently wtilized
in Maine and North America;

WHEREAS, Maine is a national Jeader in the processing and availability of construction
materials that are certified under the Sustainable Forestry Initiative, Forest Stewardship Council,
American Tree Farm System, and Programme for the Endorsement of Forest Certification

systems; and -

WHEREAs; recognizing all of these certifications equally will help promote sustainable
forestry in the State of Maine and help protect and develop thousands of good jobs while
maintaining our strong outdoor heritage;

NOW, THEREFORE, 1, Paul R. LePage, Governor of the State of Maine, hereby order as
follows:

1. The design, consfruction, operation and maintenance of any new or expanded state
building shall incorporate “Green Building™ standards that give certification credits
equally to forest products grown, manufactured, and certified under the Sustainable
Forestry Initiative, Forest Stewardship Council, American Tree Farm System and
Programme for the Endorsement of Forest Certification systems.



2. The design, construction, operation and maintenance of any existing state building to
be renovated shall incorporate “green building” standaxds that achieve significant
energy efficiency and environmental sustainability relevant to the scope of the
renovation, provided this can be accomplished on a cost-effective basis, considering
construction and operating costs over the life cycle of the improvement.

3. The Depariment of Administrative and Financial Services, through the Bureau of
General Services, is authorized to call upon aiy department, office, board,
commission or agency of state government to provide such information, resources or
other assistance deemed necessary to discharge its responsibilities under this Order.
Bach department, office, board, commission, and agency of this state is required to
cooperate with the Bureau of General Services and fo fumnish it with assistance
necessary to accomplish the purposes of this Order. Such assistance may include
sharing of information, the assignment of staff, and the provision of support services.

. 4. Each department, office, board, commission or agency of state government is directed
. to identify any policies not in conformance with this Executive Order, bring them into
conformance and submit them to the Governor’s Office by March 1, 2012.

5. For the purposes of this order, a “state building” includes any building owned,
constructed, or acquired by the State of Maine or any department, office, board,
~ commission, or agency thereof, including state-supported institutions of higher
leaming. School administrative districts and municipalities are not subject to the
requirements of this Order.

The effective date of this Executive Order is December 7, 2011. This Executive Order
supersedes Executive Order 08 FY 04/05.

@R,

Paul R. LePage, Governor
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The Good News About Green Building

PHILLIPS {USGBC) Green Building Rating' | ‘materials—and it is unique among
" %ﬁé’ﬁmm }miﬂ 9 System (LEED);. structural building materials because
— #theGreen Building Initiative’s ofits ab;hty 10 store carbon over the
" reen building ANSI/GBI 01-2010 Green Building | long term: The structure of a wood-
means striic- Assessment Protocol for Commiercial | framed house can Jock up as much of
tues and processes: . Buildings (GBD; more carbon than the sum of the
that are environmen: ASEBAE 189 Stanidard for the greenhouse gases emitted during har-
tally responsible and Design of High-Performance Green vesting, transportation;, and manufac-
resource efficient, ‘Biifldings (ASHRAE 189); and turing. And, at the end of the, bm‘lgi:f
“taking into account #JCC 700 National Green Building: | life, the wood can be Tensed, recy
thelifé cyde of the Standard, deualopeﬂ by fthe National or'uséd to produce.energy.
buildinig and the: ' Association of Homebuilders and Using wood translates to jobs for
siiditerials 1o'it Gieen. International CodeCouncil (National | miill and forest workers—that's good
building inclisdes Green Building Standard). niews for American rural communi-
design, Goristruction, Weyerhaeuser also understands | fies.. And building green with wood
operation; diainte- “green buildings because we build | also keeps forestland owners growing
‘nénice, renovation, " them that way ourselves, Quadrant, trées, Green building standards that
dnd degiolition. _ \'Lfevyerhagusex’s homebnilding sub- recogniize the goodness of wood tell
sidiary in Washington, was the first forést owniers that tomorrow’s mar-
homebuilder in'the Puget Sound Kets will reward their tovestments in
veglon certified as an Energy Star® farestry today, Gounitrieswith the
beging bn The fms'f = builder. Anather subsidiary, Pardee, | lowest rates of deforestation occur in
floor. Ovér alf of the wood products was thie first California production regt 1s with the highest rates of
we produce in the U$;, Caniala, tiome builderto build an entire coms | industrial wood harvest and forest
Brazfl, and Uriaguay comie from certi- miimity to the National Green product output (www.treesearch.fs.
fied forests; and all of the wood we Building Stapdard.. fed.us/pubs/37326).
produce in North Ametica comies. Building green with wood is good Not:all standatds understand or
from responsible sotifces; usiig the hiis for ths envitofiment and it's also | promote the benefits of wood. One
categories described in ASTM D7812- good Busitiess. By encouraging the use | green building standard, LEED, gives
10, Standard Practice for Categorizing of wiod, green building standardscan | steel and concrete credit for recycled
Wood and%nd—!!aséd Products | help réduce eneigy use and green- eontantwhllggimngwood no credit
According to.their Fiber Sources: house gas emissions. Wood outper- as @ material, despite. its relative ben-
The ngwmﬁm or | forms other materials in “embodied efits, LEED, credits only FSC-certified
rth-America are perti-—.. enefgy’—ihe enexgy ised in manufac: | products; regardless of source, and 8o
fied o the Sustamable Forestry. turing and. ransporing constaiction Puts US wood productsat @ compet=——
Tnitiative (SFIY standard, and our
forests'in Urughaymwﬁﬁzd to
stanidards-adopted by the Forest:
Stewnidship Council (FSC) and
Progidmme fot Brdorsement of

Rorest Certification (PEFC). We buy-
Wood fraimi-other fofest owners, many
of the family forest owniers (who,
miake up the majority of weod suppli-
ers mﬂlau,s )and many of whom
-are certified to'the American Tree
“Farin, S}‘s’tﬂm«
'Ihe nsxtstep toward green bullding
: Weyerlmeusez‘s lum-

'Evakwﬁug mmmgrm,andcan
earn creditsunder all major green

building pr including:
« thie U-S. Green Building Council’s

‘a home “Bullt Your Way”

of locations arcund the Puget Sound.
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itive disadvantage because FSC-stan-

The University of British Columbia: rocouﬂx m-&uphﬁ anew Earth

Systems and Sclence building on their campus in Vancouver. This beautiful

wood building complex Includes two- and five-story towers npnjzn

d by an

Allﬂ Elﬁ-m
that combines wood, concrete and one lnch of foam 1nsuhﬂoﬁ. known

dards are often lower outside the U.S.
We have experience in Uruguay,
Brazil, New Zealand, Australia, China,
and eastern Canada where PSC stan-
dards reflect the norms for good com-
mercial forestry-and FSC certification
js:commaenplace. The source of the
conflict arpund forest:certification is
npt that LEED gives credit for FSC’
wood from Oregon and Washington,
where FSC standards are highly
testrictive and have fimited uptake;
over SBI wood from Oregonand
‘Washington..It’s because LEED gives.
credit for FSC wood from these and
-other countries over SEl-wood from
Oregon and Washitgto, Wwhieie SFI
waod is grown tindet equdl or bétier
‘envircrmental standards; atrlum. The bullding design Incorporates sers
e mﬂmﬁlﬁﬂ mﬂcffnrfﬂ Thahorstrand® lampyated strand himber ] wﬁm
inherentin LEED'S Wood credit—that | as an HBV bullding system.
PSC-certified products, ess of . s
Source, Gomie E‘om hmm%n:rglmn- amﬂhvate liability under U.S.
mental practices than products certi- | 27 Wa.
ﬁadtaotherstandm&s—-mnmis}aaad The high bar for voluntary, consen
.consitraers. 1.5, advertising law, as sus standards is set by those designated
yeflected in the Fede:a’l‘l‘rade by the American Nationial Standards
‘Coramission’s Guides for the Use of Institute (ANSI) as American National
Envn'unmenta] Mﬁlkﬁtlﬂg mﬂm& or Standands The LEED stamiandsm l'lOt
e oo amvion. | neverused n ope, inlusie consen
mental beneﬁts md ﬂ!eb,asis fOI' ms—based process to address the WOG&
ﬁieUS(BCtoredmgn the weod to fix the problems w;tﬁnhewcudcmd
Mwmmwmlymg the‘mﬁ ltdld.not mtmOfthe dedsiﬂn‘
e THTETRHLS, {--making requirernents in federal policy,
We aren't the anly ones 10 zecog- and not surprisingly, the problems
nize that LEED's wood ceedit fsnei-. | Foroal- .
therﬁeﬂn mIfa“. mu's FOI'_GS‘I FDrtunatelY. both the Na‘h{}mﬂ
Service reledsed astudy inOctober | Green Building Standard and GB are
201} - . ;m&ﬂ&ﬂ.ﬂ National Standards devel
taindblé forest products are produced | ‘oped through the full consensus
underall ciedible standsrds, riclid- ‘processes, and ASHRAE, 189 Is equiva-
g SFI, FSC; ¢inld Triee Fairint: Thﬂ | lent, These are the standards that gov-
- study o promioted #olmta;y i ‘ernment agencies should be using for
1 jﬂw green building projects. The Inter-
2 ‘national Green Censtruction Code is
‘also beirig developed through fiall

proce
'I'!Iis.isalready‘fedeml merit

- policy, expressed in' OMB: (ﬁmﬂar
A-119 and the National Technology-
Transfer &nd ﬁdmeemthct of
1995 (Public Law 104-113), Voluntary,
CONSENSUS pmsama]so impor-
tant because they offer spme protec-
tion—although not immumity—

‘consensus processes, and once

| ‘approved, should serve as the model

green building code for adoption by
states and local goveriiments:

Standards that recognize the bene-
fits of wood for green building ar¢
good nefws for the environment and
the economy,: especially in the Pacific
Northwest:

We'll leave-the last woid to
Agriculture Secretary Tom Vilsack:
“Wood should be a major component
of American building and-enexgy
design. The useof wood provides.
substantial environmental benefits,
—|-provides incentives for PEVaLe w.wmwmn
landowners ta maintain forestland,
and provides acritical source afjohs
in rural America.” »

 Cassie Phillips is vice president,

Sustainable Forests and Produots;
Weyerhdeuser; in Federal Way; Wash.
She cartbe reached at.253-924-4166 or
cassie.phillips@uweyerhaeisercont,
Edie Sorine Hall is mariggen
Suskﬁmbfa};bmm and Products,

’ user, in. Pederal Way, Wash,

: She can be reachied a1253-924«32920r
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Green Building Systems in North
America: How Do They Compare?

BY CHRISWDWLESAND
MIIH'I' SINHA

n Narth America,

there are. Inany 1
‘green buﬂdmgranng f
systems repmsennng e
local, regional, and
national markets,
including IIJ.EEIZ:,
Green Globes, Energy
Staf, and the National Chris Knowles
Green Building’
Stzmdard. Same of

solely on, mdmdual
hiiiildings, whiereas
othém foéus on’
cnmmunitle& Ariiie ik
fliiod weskerme have; Arijit Bitha
marketmoogniuon, and many of them’
have been developed based on simitar
principles. Bach of these systems has.
'the.goal of reducing the environmental
impacts of a building over its life cycle.
The overall objectives of these green
building rating systems include reduc-
mg energy use, implementing tech-
niques to save resources arid redixce:
waste, reducing water use and manag-
ing wastewater, naing more énviron-

_ Theleadershipin /5%

| Energy and Eoviron-, ([BF @, S2.45 Y=
méntal Des;gngreen R\

{ building rating sys- /
tem, commonly: '
referred to as LEED, was initially dexre}
oped by United States Green Building
Council (USGBC) in March 2000. The
rating system hag: un@ergone several

-revisioiis since if wids initially 1 released
| With LEED'2009 béing

- Devélopment. Bach of the rating sys-

for two of the major green building rat-
ing Systems for non-residential con-
striction: LEED and Green Globes, A
specific focus will be placed on the tole
of'wood- in these green, bmlding rating

systems.
LEED

/ hmc,, .
(.'

the current ver-
sion. LEED 2003 contains the following
specific rating systems: 1) New Con-
struction (NC); 2) Existing Buildings:
Operatioiis anid Maintenance;

3} Comimercial Interiors; 4) Core

and Shell; 5) Rﬂtall 6) Healthcare;

7) Homes; and 8) Neighborhaod

terns is composed of 100 points, which
aredivided among these five cate-
goies: Sustainable Sites; Water
Efficiency; Energy and Atmosphere;-
Materials and Resou:tes; and Indoor
Environm A

itnproving indoor erviroriménital Guali-
ty. Althotigh thete are multiplé green
building rating systéns in North
America, there.dre clear market leaders.
with thie LEED syai:em bemgrecog-
nized aithe majorsystem for non-resi-
dential and malfifamily residential.
cohstrisction, and the National Green
Building Standard bemg recognized as
the.major systamfor residential con-
strucﬁou.

There is no shortage of opinions on
reen buﬂdingmngsysiems among
thiose mvolved in green building imar-
kels, While there is s t overlap
among these rating systems, thie differ-
encesbetween these systems isthe
tapic of debate, Qne.of ﬂaemsthoﬂy
debated differenices is the way they
provide credit-for certified wead prod-
ucts. Below we will discuss the criterda

ditionally;

up to 10 bonuspoints ate possible
through inncvative design and consid-
eration of regional priorities. The LEED
systert rates buildings at-four levels:
certified, silvex, gold, and platinivim.
Gréen Glolies

The FT e rp- . -
Groeri T GOREEN
Globes HGLOBES
rating

system wag devulo;)ed in 2000 based
on the Building Research.
Establishment’s Environmental
Assessment Method (BREEAM). Green
Globes operates in both Canada and
the 1.5, and is operafed by the Green
Buddmg Initiative {GBD) ini the U.S, In
2005 GBI became the first green build-
ingerganization to be accredited by
the American National Standards

opet. The first official Greén Globes
ANSI standard was issued in 2010,
Under this standard, buildings are
divided into seven categories! 1) proj-
ect/ enviranmental Management; 2)
site; 3) efieigy; 4) water; 5) resources; 6)
erissions; and 7) indoor environment.
Thé Green Globes system has two cates
gories for projects: New Construction
and'Continual Impmvement for:
EmsﬁngBiﬂIdmgs. The Green. Globes
system ratés buildings at four levels,

| ranging from one to four globes.

The LEED and Green Globes 8ys-
temshavedgaﬁﬁcant overlap, répre-
. senting approximately 85 percent of
their rating systéms. For example, bioth
Systeriis provide credit for material har-
vested, manufactiired and/or soniced
mg‘lunall;’, or within 500 miles of the:

| jobsite. This i§ an importanit consider-

ation for wood products as most major
matkets are with 500 miles of forest
resourcesand manufacturing capacity.
Thete aré, however, some significant.
différences bétween the two systems,
The Gigen Globes system is often
viewed as & more user-friendly system,
with a web-based format that requires
0o special paperwork. The LEED sys-
tem, by cotitrast; is more paperwork
intensive and has-a requirement for

| LEED gonsultants throughout the

design/build process. The result is that
the Green Globes systein is often less.
expensive than the LEED systerm.

of different types of consttuctior and
various erid uses within the built enivi-
ronment.

Another significanit difference
between the two systems is that the:
Green Giobes' System puts stightly
more ernphiasis on life cycle assess-
ment (LCAY of materials and produms
fot selectinig building materials, LCA i is.
increasingly becoming the foof to
assess'the overall “green” chatactens-
tite of 4 material including embodied

{ enérgy, efiVironmental performance,
| and service life of the material. Both

LEED and Green Globes do not address
LCA adequately. However, Green
Globes provides consideration to the:
entife Tife cycle of the. building material
when selecting materials, The LEED
system is citrrently unde revision and
it is Hikely fhat a greater emphasis on

Institute (ANSI) as a standards devel-
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life cycle analysis will be incorperated

-However, LEED is much-more inclusive——
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always been an impor

irito the new rating system.

With respect to wood preducts, both
systems provide credit for the use of
cartified wood. Flowever, one signifi-
cant difference is that the LEED system
only pmmdesmditfor woed-ne:ﬁﬁe&
by the Forest S
(FSC) while the Green Giebessystgm
provides credit for wood certified by
FSC, the Sustainable Forestry Inifiative
(SFD), the Canadian Standards
Assoclation (C8A), and the American
Tree Farm System (ATFS),

This difference has caused strang
reactions from many in the forest
industry, which has resulted in LEED
evaluating their stance on forest certifi-
cation on ssveral oocasions. Each time -
this has been brought toa vote of thetr
membership, strong support has been
_provided for orily acceptingwood from

Stewardship

the Forest Council. Tt s
notlikely that this stance will change in

- the near futore, The.crux of the issueis

related to the perception of forest cért-
fication schemes. Design professionals
generally view FSC as originating from
non-goveramental envirorimental
groups and thie other certification
schemies.as naspunsas f:om thJe forest
'products industry. As. amsult, they feel
that FSC is the gold standsird from an
efvironmental perspsctiva and all
other schemes provide lesser environ-
mental protections.

Non-residential construction has
narket fi
woad products. Hawevaz. the share: uf
wopod products in the. nun-residenﬂal
wustructmn market hag always been

low, with steel and concrete.dom-
m&::gthls matket. The residential
construction market, particularly:sin-
gla-family, has consistently been the
largest market for structural wotd
products. While LEED hias developed 4
Tating systern for hores, the National
Green Standard tiasdevel,
‘oped into ﬂ:emaﬂkxthadérfor Tesi-
dential conistrrction.

National Green Building

The National Gress Building
Standard was estdblished in 2007
throtigh collabotation from the
Nafuarsamsmciaﬁnn umene Buiilders
(NAHBJ and the Triterfational Code

Cauncil (I0C). This standéid i the fist |

and only residentisl green bitlding rat-

ing system to receive ANS] accredita~
fion. The standard is omam by the

| NAHB Reseathemmestandard

has four threshold levels; Brongze,
Silver, Gold, and Emerald. In order to
comply with the standard, & minimum
number of features must hemco:pn-
rated in each-of the following cate-

| gories: lot and site development; ¢ ener-

gy, water, and resource efficiency;

ovmer education; and global impact.
The National Green Building Standard-
 providescredit for certified wond ina
‘manner similat-to Green Globes, pro-

| vidinig the ppportunity to receive-credit

for wood certified under multiple certi-
fication-schemes.

What's next?
‘Tn summary, the indin chalengesin
 aéceptance of wood and wood-based
naterialy in the green building s~
try sive twofold. Ifi the residential sec-
tor, woad is the predominant material

Green Building Standaxd. However,

for nou—PSCcamﬁedwuod and wnﬂd
products, Similarly for nopmsidenﬂal
commercial buildings, with LERD
being the matket leader, there isno
incentive{o use pan-FSC certified

| wommmemﬂngm

In addition fo that, there are two
more mnvmmna] and pqpularfbmld :

oneb

indpor environmental quality; home« | Globes, and another partdealing with

. clable materials, bio

 of choice and i favored in thie National

with LEED entering into the residential,
| construction sector, challenges do exist:

rating systems are moving towdrd per-
formanoe-based: Some evi-
dence of thiis tmoveis mecreatmnaf
the International Green Construction
Code (IgCC). The IgCC, created by the
International Code Council, will -
hecome a building code in early 2012,
with most jurisdictions adopting it by
2015, Tt is divided into two parts, with
similarto LEED or Green

code and juﬂsdicﬂonalrequn&mbnts.
Materizl selection in JgCC includes
material reuse; recycled content, Tecy-
-based materials,
and indigenoys materials.uﬂdet the
bio-based materials, a wide nismber of

“wopd ¢cettification progiaims axaijstad,

MdtﬁithFI.FSG,andanysyﬂem

- conforming to Programme for

Eridorsément of Forest Certification
(PEFC) statidards. Moreover, ICC pro-

{ vides third-party verified sustairiable
attributes of building products, called
Validation of Attribiites Reports (VAR).

The VAR provides a benchmark for the
green building standards and todes’to

“réfer to while selecting a mageilal. IgCC

strives to be the basis of all green build-

ing rating systeins in thie futrire, USGHC

i currently in the process of develop-

| ‘inga new LEED rafing system thatis
, .expmdmbewleasadJRZDlZ‘Ihe

drafts thathave been released for pub-

“lic comments show 2 move toward a

more performance-based system +*

and ooncxete. In ﬁnct. the cl'editfomer-'-
tified wood is one of the least utilizéd:
credits in the LEED rating system, The
primary.reasunfm this is' ﬂthSE}

wood is generally tnoré expensive than:
wood that is not certified. In the.coni-
struction industry casti§king; so'the
less expénsive option is generally the

ofteri given by specifiers is-a difficulty in

' ﬁndithSthﬁedmatmalwh&hﬁs

needed. Mast of the green building
standards do mtanﬁ?jeugé the enivi-

| ronmegital benefits of wood and wood
| products. Theseadvmtagasufwnod

may result in more resource and

| efficient buildings over their life cycle;
which is the underlying objective.of any”

green building standard.
While it is not clear what green
building rating systems will Took Iike in

ane that'is selected. A secondary réason |

the future, it is clear that green building |

- Chris Knowles is assistant professor;
‘Woad Science and Engineering,
| Oregon State University, Corvallis; He
‘can be reached gt 541-737-1438 or

“chris. knowles@oregonstate.edi. Arijit
Sinha fs also an assistant professor in
OSU Wood Science and Bngzneermg.

He'can bé reacheid at.541-737-6713 or

arifit.sinha@oregonsiate. Ledu,

WESTERN FORESTER ¢ NQVEMBEWDEQEMEER@'IT )



Green buildings: Open wood credits to Oregon products

Published: Thursday, August 19, 2010, 6:10 PM

C By Guest Colummnist

By Marvin Brown, Clint Bentz, David Ford and Steve Wilson

Green building represents a nearly $50 billion industry in the United States
and will only continue to grow. The Leadership in Energy and Environmental
Design rating system has helped elevate the importance and number of
green buildings being constructed, and that's a significant step forward for
energy and water savings, the planet and our heaith.

However, when it comes to forest products, the LEED system shortchanges
North America's and Oregon's forests by not awarding credit to wood
certified by the Sustainable Forestry Initiative and American Tree Farm
System. Instead, LEED only awards credit to wood certified by the Forest
Stewardship Council, which often comes from overseas.

We aren't the only Oregonians who feel it's necessary to open LEED. U.S.
Rep. Kurt Schrader of Canby recently demonstrated leadership on this issue
by spearheading a letter to the U.S. Green Building Council, the developer of
LEED, calling for recognition of all credible forest certification standards.
Nearly 80 members of Congress signed the bipartisan letter, including Reps.
David Wu of Portland and Greg Walden of Hood River.

Gov. Ted Kulongoski has called on the Green Building Council to change its
wood credit policy. Additionally, a petition with nearly 6,000 signatures from
around the world supporting an inclusive LEED policy was delivered to the
council earlier this month.

An exclusive LEED policy is a problem for Oregon, where forestry is crucial to
the economy. There are nearly 30 million acres of forestland in Oregon,
covering 48 percent of the state. SFI and the American Tree Farm System
provide the standards for prudent forest management on more than 5
million acres of our state's land, and Forest Stewardship Council standards
are used on 500,000 acres. All three are credible certification programs, and
we have personally seen how they each work on the ground. With a lifetime
of first-hand experience and extensive background in the application of
forest certification programs in our state, we find it bewildering that the
Green Building Council has not opened its LEED policy to all credible forest
certification programs.



Opening LEED would benefit our forests, our economy and green building in
Oregon and throughout North America. Responsible forest management
supports jobs. Limiting which certified wood can be credited in LEED projects
reduces demand for wood from SFI and Tree Farm certified lands and puts
forestry jobs at risk. .

Additionally, the presence of multiple forest certification programs enhances
the quality and rigor of each program. The competition spurs each program
to continuous improvement and helps support varying interests among the
many different types of landowners. More options for forest certification
allow more landowners to get their forests certified, improving forest
management and meeting the demand of the growing green building
industry. o

In Oregon, our forests and communities benefit from the improvements
resulting from the work of all organizations that certify sustainable forest
practices. However, the advantages to our forests and economy are severely
limited by LEED's exclusive policy. It's an injustice that most of our state's
wood from responsibly managed forests is not eligible for the wood
certification credit in green building projects here and throughout the United
States. -

It's time for the U.S. Green Building Council to change its outdated LEED
policy on wood. The organization needs to recognize and credit all credible
third-party forest certification standards for the good of Oregon forests, the
economy and the future of green building.

Marvin Brown is the Oregon State Forester and serves as Chair of the
independent board of directors for the Sustainable Forestry Injtiative®. Clint
Bentz serves as Chair of the American Forest Foundation's Board and is a
family forest landowner who resides in Scio. David Ford is Executive Director
of Oregon Small Woodlands Association and is a family forest landowner who
resides in Beaverton. Steve Wilson is a member of the Oregon Board of
Forestry and is Secretary-Treasurer of Woodworkers District 1 of the
International Association of Machinists and Aerospace Workers.



The Differences Between Green Globes and LEED

hitp://www.prosalesmacazine.com/ereen-building/the-differences-between-green-globes-and-leed.aspx

The two commercial green building standards have many
similarities but there are some spots that they don't share

The famous Coke vs. Pepst debate can compare to the competition between green building standards. Most
standards are made of the same basic ingredients, but they are battling it out to become the preferred product.

While the Coke vs, Pepsi race remains close in the United States, there seems to be a clear leader in commercial
green building programs. And some obvious characteristics do set the systems apart. But, like Coke and Pepsi many
people are siill unsure as to which system Is better.

Run by the U.S. Green Building Council, 31 states recognize the LEED green building standard, and 1,212
commercial hew construction projects have been cerfified under that system, Green Globes, run by the Green
Building Initiative, is recognized in 18 states, and only 15 buildings have gained certification.
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Both standards cover similar grounds, such as site sustainability, energy efficlency, water efficiancy, resource
efﬁciency, and indoor environmental quality They have four possible levels of certification, require third-party

and local outreach for the Green Building Initiative. LEED ceriiﬂcation for New Construction costs $2,000 on average,
but certification fees for buildings of more than 500,000 square feet can go beyond $20,000. The paperwork for
Green Globes can be completed online, and the online system offers feedback. This reduces some of the "soft cost"
of green building, says Rossolo.

Some say Wéﬁ@iﬁb&w Aisoanore diexibles The system has a protection against ' nonappllcable criteria.”" Ifa
builder marks a criterion as nonapplicable, then he or she will be excused for not gaining points in those areas. For
example, if a bullding code overrides a criterion, then the criterion can be marked as nonapplicable. Another example
would be if a building does not have elevators and a criterion deals with improving elevators.

However, some argue LEED Is more effective.

LEED for New Construction requires that buildings "exceed ASHRAE 90.1 2004 by at least 14%, which can lead to
significant energy reduction,” says an American Institute of Architects’ report comparing three green building rating
systems. Green Globes encourages energy reduction, but does not require it. LEED also calls for a mintmum indoor
air quality performance, while Green Globes does not. LEED makes it mandatory that builders have "some
documentation of the initial building energy and operational performance through fundamental commissioning,” says
the AJA report, but Green Globes does not.
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cycie assessment anaiyzes how green a product is from its manufacture to the day it is no longer in use. An
upcoming version of Green Globes will include a?l';!:_ri.allsfiﬁn tool that calculates how enwronmantaily fnendig a Pmduct is

accordirlg fo life-cycle as%sament@ﬁ%ﬁiﬂ‘ [obes &

i eIy holiS S BpPoatiTin ensting RAAT We e getiig
iﬁmqgtﬁ_yiﬁrgmggmﬁﬁ iy atbutes overdll save Rossale: However, LEED is working on mcluding life-cycle
assessment in future versions of its rafing system.

Peter Casals, manager of membership and government relations for the Lumbermen's Association of Texas, says he
wants to see how the upcoming changes in LEED pan out before he decides which rating system he prefers.

"] think it's too early to say one system is better than the other," he says. "I think that, as far as LEED, they are going
to be making a lot of changes in the near future, and they are looking at a lot of things that will make them more
flexible."
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