
CITY OF MOUNTAIN VIEW
 

April 12, 2011 . 

CaUfomia Energy Commission 

Attn: Joe Loyer 
1516 Ninth Street, MS-29 
Sacramento, CA 95814-5512, USA 

RE: AppUcation to CEC for Green BuDding Standards Code Local Amendments 

mJoe, 

Enclosed is the City ofMouDtaIn View appUcation for the amendments to the 2010 
CaUfornia Green BuDding Standards. We have Included; 

I) Copy of the Ordlnauice 

2) Statement within the ordinance requiring buDding to meet 'title 24 part 6 

3) Copy of the Green BuDding Agenda item presented to City ofMountain View 
CouilcU and Public Hearing on March Z2,2011 

4) Letter to the Commission to follow. It is my understanding that you will provide 
that for my signature at.sometime in the future•. 
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1.0 Introduction 

Public Resources Code Section 25402.1 (h)2 and Section 10-106 of the Building Energy 
Efficiency Standards (Standards) establish a process that allows local adoption of 

. energy standards that are mOre stringent than the statewide Standards. This process 
allows local governments to: adopt and enforce energy standards before the statewide 
Standards effective date; require additional energy conservation measures;and/or, set 
more stringent energy budgets. Because these energy standards "reach" beyond the 
minimum requirements of Title 24, Part 6 of the California Building Code, they are 
commonly referred to as Reach Codes.. 

The process for adopting a Reach Code requires that local governments apply to the 
California Energy Commission (CEe) for approval. As part of the application, the 
applicant jurisdiction must prepare a Cost-Effectiveness Study that provides the basis of 
the local government's determination that the proposed Reach Code Standards are cost­
effective. Once the CEC staff has verified that the local Reach Code Standards will 
require buildings to use no more energy than the current statewide Standards and that 
the documentation requirements in Section 10-106 are met, the application is brought 
before the full California Energy Commission for approval. 

This Cost Effectiveness Study consists of an analysis of the building types and 
performance thresholds listed in Table 1. The 2008 Building Energy Efficiency 
Standards, which became effective January 1, 2010, have been used as the baseline for 
calculating the energy performance of efficiency measures summarized in this study. 

Table 1: Overall Scope of the Ordinance 

New ordinance or revision to previous New Ordinance 
ordinance? 
Projected effective date: September 1, 2011 

Green building or stand-alone energy Energy Ordinance in Combination with Green Building 
ordinance? 
Do minimum energy requirements increase No 
after initial effective date? 
Occupancies covered include: Single-Family Residential 

Multifamily Residential 
Nonresidential 
Hotel/Motel 
Commercial Lighting 

I 

Energy requirements apply to new New Construction and some Additions / Alterations 
construction, additions, alterations? " 

Special or unusual energy requirements? No 

Third party verification? No 
Implementation details in the ordinance or in a No special implementation guidelines. See 
separate document? Implementation section 
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Table 2: Efficiency Thresholds Used in Cost-Effectiveness Study 
Building Type Percentage Better than 2008 Title 24, Part 6 
Low-Rise Residential (3 stories and below) 15% 
High-Rise Residential (4 stories and greater) 15% 
Hotel/Motel 5% 
Non-Residential Cold Shell (no HVAC, no lighting) 5% 
Non-Residential Warm Shell (HVAC, no lighting) 7% 
Non-Residential Full Build Out 10% 
Non-residential lighting only 10% 

2.0 Impacts of the New Ordinance 

Energy performance impacts of the Ordinance have been evaluated using case studies 
that reflect the range of building types covered by the Ordinance. Global Green USA 
researched the feasibility and energy cost-effectiveness of permit applications exceeding 
the 2008 Standards in order to meet the requirements of the proposed Ordinance. 

2.1 Analysis Methodology 

The case study methodology is based on how real buildings in the community are 
designed and evaluated in orderto just meet or exceed the 2008 Standards. In 
collaboration with City staff, a series of prototypical of buildings for residential and non­
residential construction were identified that represent buildings typical of those 
constructed in the past five years in the City and that are considered to be typical of 
those that will be constructed in future years. The prototypes are shown in Table 2. 

Table 3: Prototype Buildings 
Building Type Square Footage 2008 Title 24 Standard 

Single-Family Residential 1,800 Low-Rise Res 
Single-Family Residential 3,600 Low-Rise Res 
Multi-Family Townhouse (8-unit) 12,000 Low-Rise Res 
Multi-Family Apartment (80-unit) 100,000 High-Rise Res 
Hotel (80-unit) 100,000 Hotel/Motel 
Small Retail 4,000 Non-Res· 
Medium Retail 20,000 Non-Res 
Large Retail 140,000 Non-Res 
Medium Office 60,000 Non-Res 
Large Office 160,000 Non-Res 

Tenant Improvement Non-residential lighting only 20,000 Non-Res Lighting 

For each prototype building, a mix of common efficiency measures was.selected for a 
baseline condition (achieving 2008 Title 24 compliance), and for an efficient proposed 
condition consistent with the values in Table 2. 
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The efficiency levels were established in consideration of the following: other cities reach 
code thresholds; maintaining consistency with statewide energy efficiency rebate 
programs; maintaining consistency with the approach taken by the LEED and Green " 
Point Rated green building certification programs; having the efficiency standards be 
achievable for all applicable projects permitted in the City; and, input from the energy 
modeling consultant on the feasibility of the thresholds based on the model outputs. The 

" design choices to meet established performance thresholds were made in consultation 
with the City staff with the intent of selecting construction strategies and methods typical 
to Mountain View. " 

All buildings are modeled as square in plan, except the townhouse building, which is 
modeled as an elongated row ofunits. All low-rise residential buildings are modeled with 
the prescriptive compliance baseline of 20% glazing to floor area ratio, glazing equally 
distributed in each cardinal orientation, except for the townhouse building which has the 
20% glazing allowance distributed 45% on each of the long walls, and 5% on each of the 
short walls. The high-rise residential building, hotel/motel building, and the office 
buildings are modeled with the prescriptive baseline of 40% glazing to wall ratio for each 
of the four cardinal oriented walls. The retail buildings are modeled with a 40% glazing to 
wall ratio (as retail buildings often only have glazing facing the front). To represent a 
worst case scenario the glazing was placed on the South-facing elevation. Skylights 
were only modeled for the large retail building- at 5% of the roof area. 

2.2 Efficiency Strategies and Cost Effectiveness Analysis 

The following tables indicate the baseline building efficiency measures included to meet 
the 2008 Standards (column 2, "Baseline) and the energy features that were modeled to 
enable the proposed design to use less energy on a Time Dependant Value (TDV) basis 
than is required by the 2008 Standards (column 3,"Proposed"), in accordance with the 
Ordinance thresholds shown in Table 2. 

In addition to analyzing the impact of an array of efficiency measures that may be 
utilized to exceed Title 24, the building calculations include utility energy costs for " 
baseline and efficient buildings, based on the appropriate utility rate schedule for each 
building prototype. 

-
Once the energy efficiency measures were identified and the annual savings 
determined, estimates of the incremental cost of the various energy efficiency measures 
Were completed for each of the prototype buildings. The savings and cost results were 
then used to determine the simple payback and return on investment. 
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Incremental Constrvctlon Cost of Etftdencv Measures 
EstJmllted Lobor Costs 40% 
bthn.htd,lncnrmlClntat COlt of,En_fa" eftk:.ien.t Me., 
lnt'net~Hl:fltIlI'COlSt'-oH!.fr~j~n Mt.l:ttitll1i' t Sf 
Annual Ene Cost 
Enemv Savin s annual 
SlrrU)'Cl" PKkbKk tYee,. :::<.\1."'"'~~'-"-:;"""'"".', 

Net s"vlnal 15 year 

$ 31345 
""~;"l"'~ ~'6;S® 

0266 335 

114080 :t:177 120 J145600 
5 632 70 848 58 240 

',{'~<~r};;:,;;,'l~r"'J~'<i%;·,i.'. l!i9'7U ""247.%3 203840 

Return on Irwestmcnt 
. Annual ROI 

Percent of estimated Construction Cost 

131~ .... 
0.64~ 

Me~~'Urtl'~%;'~@,AAtWW*N~Y;~·'»':.''«~£5M;,«%~Ln'-''''~MM'S~ ~it~Uf'lcwh{'f;,'''/ ~t600M!d 10% '7 N(lt~~~1~~.j£{~,{~.·\,VIrt(ttlfli:elltal Cmt(sU ~ 

~J@f%IDWM;: g%iW'OO~?,·4:-%£-""'_" '-',<b*,~ W:¥p..&W'r*M~& %%'4m~:t2,W(>:'''';',/~M~~>ili'''·{y~~J#0tU1h~"~" ~k.'" 

UahUna Power: Drescrlotlve allowance wattsJ SF 0.849 0.764 0.05-iO.1 II uvlnos 5 -s3 000 ·J6 000 -S4 sao 
Lama l'voes Modeled F32 T8 F28 T5 SO 0 olO 
Number at Fixtures 548 509 20 - 25 tlxtur'e savin I - 780 - 975 - 878 
Incremental Construction Cost or Etftde Measures • 3 780 -$6 975 ~.-S 378 
Estimated Labor Costs 40% ·$1 51t.iI1 ~ 
Eslt_t..Un.........nt.'Co.Iof,En.'... Effl<I.nIM...u.... lotO! ~jf4fn: -:"':4(',': ?', ",S~292 [f-t7i529

~~~ir[~l!!.~~~~~{E,nc~ttl'ffl'j1~~:'U~H!:t.{P-f;!::?n~c.£~f.¥&.±t.y '_:':t: 60.6: 58.9: ; ':}9..~9.? ~."':_·_$.Rd.;i 
Enerav Savinas annual 1 705 
Slm to Podlback ,at. ' ) mmm~:~mm::r>,,>, ',\" ..~. 

Net Savin s 15 ear 33104 
Retum on Invntment -440% 
Annual ROI ·29% 
Percent of estimated Construction Cost -0.06% 

Notes: 
1. CFA = conditioned floor area 
2.	 Notes on 'Fenestration: 
U-Value = The capacity of an insulating material to prevent heat from escaping. 
SHGC ,; Solar Heat Gain Coefficient; how well a material blocks heat caused by sunlight. 
Single-family residence fenestration distribution: 50% on South; remaining area equally distributed on N, 

E and W. Small variances in fenestration U-factor were used to fine-tune energy budget to goal. 
3. Radiant Barrier: This is a residential prescriptive reqUirement in warm climate zones. RB is not a 
nonresidential building efficiency credit. ' ' 
4. FAU = Forced Air Unit, a typical central gas furnace. Efficiency is measured in AFUE. 
5. Per quote from general contractor 
6. Residential duct insulation: R-4.2 is the prescriptive requirement in Climate Zone 
7. ~C = Air Conditioner. For most homes, this is the outdoor condenser which generates chilled fluid that 
circulates to the FAU, using the FAU's fan and ducts to transmit cool air. Efficiency is measured in SEER. 
Duct insulation is approximately $.015/sq.ft. ' 
http://www.google.com/products/cata log?q=cost+of+duct+ insulation&oe= utf-8&rls=org. mozilla:en-
US: official&client=firefox-a&um = l&ie=UTF- . 
8&cid=151677402279036440&ei=5GorTeaXA5SosAPVmJWSBg&sa=X&oi=product_catalog_result&ct=resu 
It&resnum=4&ved=OCDUQ8wIwAw# 
8. Domestic water heater notes: "Standard" water heating system is one natural gas storage type (per 
dwelling unit), 50 gallons maximum, no recirculation. The modeled Noritz tankless water heater is model 
NR71. This gas-fired model was selected because it is of moderate capacity, efficiency, and, price, among 
tankless makes and models. This model has an EF of .82. New condensing tankless water heaters have 
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EF's in the 90% range. Quantity of tankless water heaters has no affect on the energy budget. The 
quantity listed is simply an estimate based on house size. Kitchen hot water pipe insulation: this is a 
residential prescriptive standard, modeled on all prototype buildings. Quotes for costs differences between. 
"baseline" and "proposed" cases from a number of sources. . 
9. Airflow/Fan Power: These are two separate efficiency measures for which credit may be taken. The Fan 
Power credit is only available when the Airflow credit is also exercised. Because these individual credits 
are relatively small, for simplicity these 
two credits were always modeled as a pair. Compliance information about these, and other efficiency 
credits, may be found in the '08 Residential Compliance Manual. 
10. Per quote from HERS rater 
l1.Per quote from window installer 
12. Per quote from HVAC distributor 
13. Per quote from awning manufacturer and Lowe's web site . 
14. Automatic Daylighting Controls: prescriptive requirement at skylit daylit area (assumes 15' ceiling 
height minimum). Model interior AC zone lighting power at 1.357 watts/SF to simulate control credit. 
15. Windows are roughly 10% of construction costs. On average, windows with low-E coatings will be 
about 10-15% more expensive than a comparable window. . 
http://hubpages.com/hub/low_solar_gain_windows. Window cost assume $13/sq.ft. of window. 
16. Costs per Home Depot web site. . . 
17. From Home Depot web site, assume 2x4 framing/furring and R-12 fiberglass batt 

3.0 Cost-Effectiven~ss Study Results' 

Table 4 below summarizes the payback period in years and 15~year return on 
investment for the energy efficiency strategies required for the prototype buildings. 
Payback is a calculation of time, in years, that is required for an investment to "pay for 
itself' or be returned to the investor. Shorter payback periods are preferable to longer 
payback periods. Return on investment is a performance measure used to evaluate the 
efficiency of an investment or to compare the efficiency of a number of different 
investments. A positive return on investment generally connotes that the investment will 
return more than the value of the initial investment, while a negative ROI indicates that 
the value of the initial investment will not returned within the investment period. 

$101 
$131 
$534 

$9,572 
$4,529 

$597 
$2,473 

$18,631 
$8,691 

$31,345 

$1,705 

$1,085 
$1,954 
. $294 

$55,300 
$34,787 
$9,958 

$30,101 
$180,877 
$107,856 
$212,240 

$1,922 

40% 
1% 

2624% 
160% 
95% 

-10% 
23%' 
98% 

-15% 
122% 

1231% 
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The proposed Mountain View reach code cost-benefit analysis shows that all of the 
prototype buildings except the small retail and the medium size office have a payback of 
less than 15 years and a positive return on investment over a 15-year period. For these 
two projects, with 16.7 and 17.7-year simple paybacks the return on investment is 
negative when using a 15-year analysis period. These results are well within the 30­
year range recommended by the California Energy Commission and are consistent with 
the general objective of the energy investment being returned with the average life of the 
materials, systems, and equipment. 

4.0 Implementation Plan 

The implementation of the City of Mountain View Energy Ordinance for low-rise 
residential buildings is a simple verification that the performance CF-1 R form 
demonstrates that the proposed building exceeds 2008 Standards by at least 15% or the 
applicable percentage specified based on the dwelling square footage. 

For high-rise residential buildings, the ordinance allows the deduction of the "static 
loads" for lighting and plug load, prior to conducting the percentage savings calculation. 
For nonresidential buildings, the PERF-1 is checked to verify that the TDV energy of the 
proposed building is at least at the required percentage reduction from the standard 
design TDV energy shown in Table 2. 

The City of Mountain plan review will involve: 
(a) Verifying the occupancy type(s) and scope of work to determine whether and 
how the ordinance applies; . 
(b) Checking the drawings, specifications, and Title 24 documentation to ensure 
compliance under the 2008 Building Energy Efficiency Standards; and, 
(c) Checking any additional drawings or specifications orcompliance.forms needed 
to demonstrate compliance with the Ordinance. 

Field inspection will be identical to working with the 2008 Standards or subsequently 
adopted state energy standards; whichever is applicable at the time of the building 
permit application. 

Application or City Mountain View Locally Adopted Energy Standards Page 9 



AGENDA: March 22, 2011 . 5.1 
CATEGORY: Publlc Hearing 

DEPT.: . COJ?ffiunity Development 

TITLE: Mountain View Green Building Code CITY OF MOUNTAIN VIEW 

RECOMMENDATION. 

1.	 Make the required findings for amendments to the California Green Building Code. 

2.	 Introduce AN ORDINANCE AMENDING CHAPTER 8" ARTICLE I, DMSION III, OF 
THE MOUNTAIN VIEW CITY CODE, RELATING TO THE ADOPTION OF THE 
2010 CALIFORNIA GREEN BUlLDING STANDARDS CODE TO INCLUDE LOCAL 
GREEN BUlLDING REQUlREMENfS (Attachment 5 to the staff report) to be read in 
title only, further reading waived. 

FISCAL IMPACT 

The fiscal impact to the City from this ordinance will be minimal. Funding for staff training 
has already been budgeted for this year and any additional training can be accomplished 
from the Community Development Department's existing training budget. 

INTRODUCTION 

The proposed Mountain View Green Building Code (MVGBC) amends the State-mandated 
California Green Building Code (CalGreen) to include local green building standards and 
requirements for private development. The proposed MVGBC applies green building 
requirements per building type and threshold to new construction, residential 'additions and 
commercial/industrial tenant improvements and includes energy efficiency standards that 
exceed the 2008 Building Energy Efficiency Standards. 

The process for amending CalGreen includes: (1) approval by the City Council; (2) submit­
ting a cost-effectiveness study to the California Energy Commission (CEC) demonstrating that 
the proposed energy requirements are cost-effective; and (3) filing the amendments with the 
California·Building Standards Commission (BSC)., Approval from the CEC takes appr9xi­
mately three months and must be obtained before the amendments become effective. No 
approval is necessary from the BSC. 

/' 

This report summarizes how the MVGBC has been developed, describes its major elements 
and discusses how the ordinance affects the associated costs and returns on investment for 
private development. 

,,-,,PPROVED BY"THE MOUl\!IA!N VIEW 
CITy COUNCrLON _~~_ 

-----~_._._-------





AGENDA: March 22, 2011 5.1 
CATEGORY: Public Hearing 

DEPT.: Community Development 

.~~_,,,,,,,,,,,""-'i'".r,~. _'r -.,. •• 

~IGrfY'0FMciuNTAIN\VIEw ,d	 TITLE: Mountain View Green Building Code 

:~~i:i~~~:i:~~:,,:~>;,,:\{Y: ,J 
RECOMMENDATION 

1.	 Make the required findings for amendments to the California Green Building Code. 

2.	 Introduce AN ORDINANCE AMENDING CHAPTER 8., ARTICLE I, DIVISION III, OF 
THE MOUNTAIN VIEW CITY CODE, RELATING TO THE ADOPTION OF THE 
2010 CALIFORNIA GREEN BUILDING STANDARDS'CODE TO INCLUDE LOCAL 
GREEN BUILDING REQUIREMENTS (Attachment 5 to the staff report) to be read in 
title only, further reading waived. 

FISCAL IMPACT 

The fiscal impact to the City from this ordinance will be minimal. Funding for staff training 
has already been budgeted for this year and any additional training can be accomplished 
from the Community Development Department's existing training budget. 

INTRODUCTION 

The proposed Mountain View Green Building Code (MVGBC) amends the State-mandated 
California Green Building Code (CalGreen) to include local green building stanciards and 
requirements for private development. The proposed MVGBC applies green building 
requirements per building type and threshold to new construction, residential additions and 
commercial/industrial tenant improvements and includes energy efficiency standards that 
exceed the 2008 Building Energy Efficiency Standards. 

The process for amending CalGreen includes: (1) approval by the City Council; (2) submit­
ting a cost-effectiveness study to the California Energy Commission (CEC)·demonstra'ting that 
the proposed energy requirements are cost-effective; and (3) filing the amendments with the 
California ~uilding Standards Commission (BSC). Approval from the CEC takes approxi­
mately three months and must be obtained before the amendments become effective. No. 

. approval is necessary from the BSC. 

This report summarizes how the MVGBC has been developed, describes 'its major elements 
and discusses how the ordinance affects the associated costs cmd returns on investment for· 
private development. 
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BACKGROUND 

City Council Study Session-September 14, 2010 

The purpose of the Study Session was to provide an update on the MVGBC process and
 
receive feedback on the overall proposed approach. At this meeting, staff pr~sented an
 
overview of green building concepts and a framework for the MVGBC. This framework was
 

. based on the Santa Clara County Cities Association Green Building Collaborative's Phase IT 
Recommendation (see Attachment I-Phase IT Recommendations), which is al reference guide 
for applying third-party green building standards to various building types ahd is intended 
to provide consistency of private green building standards within the countyjl. Staff also 
developed the framework from input from the MVGBC's Technical Advisory Group and from 
internal staff criteria. The Study Session staff report summarizes the proposed MVGBC ' 
development process and staff's recommended approach to the requirementsJ verification 

,	 I 
process and incentives (see Attachment 2-eity Council Study Session Staff Report, 
September 14, 2010). '	 , 

At this meeting, Councilmembers asked for additional information on the foHowing topics 
(see Attachment 3-Study Session Minutes, September 14, 2010); staff responJes are included ','J 
in italics: .,,'" 

. •	 Existing Apartments: How can the MVGl3C encourage owners of existing apartment 
buildings to make green building improvements? 

Staffand the TAG members think that outreach targeting multiple{amily property owners with 
information on rebate programs for water and energy reduction and the use ofgjreen building 
products would be beneficial. However, additional requirements targeting eXist~ng apartments 

,	 I 

would not be effective. Typically, apartment building improvements involve minor upgrades to 
maintain the building; i.e., water heater and furnace replacements, reroofing, gJneral mainte­
nance and other minor repairs as needed. The Building Division currentlyenf9rces the State 
Building Code's minimum mandatory energy efficiency requirements when apartment units are 
remodeled Or equipment is replaced. Typically, any landscaping modifications dre captured by the 
Water Conservation in Landscaping Ordinance. Additional green building reqkirements focused 
on interior improvements such as finishes and low-water-use fixtures would WJely deter property 
owners from the permit process and create enforcement issues. Therefore, staffdoes not recom­
mend additional green building requirements for apartment buildings. 

• Residential Remodels: Are there any improvements that can be required for residential 
remodels? 

The Building Division enforces State-mandated minimum energy efficiency standards when 
homes are remodeled or equipment replaced. By complying with current codes, the energy 
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efficiency of the existing house increases incrementally over time. Staff is concerned that adding 
green building or energy efficiency requirements for minor prpjects that are above and beyond the' 
minimum State code might cause owners to avoid the permitting process due to added costs., r 

Local building departments around the State are struggling with the lack ofpermits being 
obtained for equipment replacements like water heaters, furnaces and air conditioners. Staff 
worked with cdnsultants to'determine a threshold where energy improvements are reasonable, 
technically feasible and do not expand the proposed scopr ofwork. 

•	 Costs: .Can staff provid~ additional'cost information for gr.een building improvements 
for private development? 

Cost information has been provided under the Costs to Private Development Section of this 
report. ' 

•	 Training: Will staff receive green building-related training? 

Green bUildi~g-related trainingforstaffwill be provided ivith $5,000 from the Fiscal 
Year 2009-10 budget earmarked for training. Staff is still developing the sCope for this.training, 
but it will likely include both introductory and advanced green building concePts relevant to . 

, Planning, Building and Public Works staff. Continual staff training can be accompllshed 
internally and within the Community Development Department's existing training budget. 

~	 , , 

Development ofthe MVGBC:Public Outreach and Comments 

After the Council Study Session, st~ff drafted the proposed MVGBC,and performed 
additional outreach. 

On November 5, 2010, two outreach meetings were held· for contractors specializing in 
smaller building projects such as residential remodels. The purpose of these meetings was to . 
receive input on how the proposed MVGBC might impact their business and their ability to 
comply with the requirements. The 11 attendees did not have major comments or issues with 
the proposed MVGBC. . 

On December 8,.2010,~taffmet with MVGBC Technical Advisory Group (TAG) membersto ' 
discuss the draft Ordinance. A main discussion topic was staff's proposed "meetthe intent" of 
a rating system approach to verification. Some members questioned why formal third-party , 
certification was not being required and felt that the formal certification process ensures 
consistent review and reliability that the standards are achieved. They noted that "meeting 
the intent" is not a meaningful documentation of perforrn,ance. Other members commented 
that the recommended approach of "meeting the intent" of the rating system is a good first . 
step to improved green building standards. . 
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Other outreach efforts included staff discussions on the proposed MVGBC st~ndards with""')
 
applicants currently in the City's development review process; posting infornhation on the
 
City's web site and in the Community Development Department; and publisfung an
 
announcement in The View newsletter.
 

The Silicon Valley Leadership Group (SVLG) reviewed the proposed MVGBq and has
 
submitted a letter of support (see Attachment 4-Letter from SVLG). The SVl.-G helped form
 
the Santa Clara County Cities Association's Green Building Collaborative, wHich has .
 
provided direction for cities to consider as they develop their own green bUilairig ordinances..
 

ANALYSIS	 .. . I· 
~ 

MVGBC: Green Building Requirements 

The proposed MVGBC amends the State's CalGreen Code to administer local Igreen bUilding
 
standards and requirements for new construction, residential additions and commercial!
 
industrial tenant improvements for private development. The amendments Jlso clarify
 
existing mandatory CalGreen requirements to be consistent with existing Citt regulations
 
(see Attachment S-ordinance-MVGBC Amendments).
 

The proposed MVGBC references third-party rating systemsLEED®l (Leadership in Energy
 
and Environmental Design) and GPR (GreenPoint Rated), and requires affect~d projects to
 
attain a specific amount of points based on an itemized checklist of green buillWng measures
 
from the respective rating system. As discussedat the Study Session, these rating systems
 

.	 were selected because they are commonly used, marketable and many developers already 
have staff trained in these systems. The project thresholds and point requiren1ents recom­
mended by staff are based on our current development review process, curreft and 
foreseeable project types, TAG input and the Phase IT rec,?mmendations.. . 

Additionally, projects regulated by the proposed MVCBC will be required to lexceed the
 
2008 Building Energy Efficiency Standards and comply with the mandatory rrquirements of
 
the State's 2010CaiGreen Code. These requirements correspond with points in the LEED®
 

,and GPR systems and work towards meeting the respective minimum point tbtals. The
 
proposed energy requirements are based on construction feasibility and cost-~ffectivenessas
 
identified by our consultants and on third-party incentive or rebate prograrrJ that require·
 
specific energy efficiency above the 2008 Standard. I· .
 

The proposed MVGBC also includes a list of prescriptive requirements for re~idential
 
additions and nonresidential tenant improvements that focus on energy reduction, water
 
reduction and the use of low VOC products. Staff has proposed to focus on tbese
 
requirements for additions..and tenant improvements because they do not eXI?and the
 

i 
! '.'/

LEED is a trademark owned by the U.S. Green Building Council. I 



AGENDA: March 22, 2011 
PAGE: 5 

pr<;>posed scope of work, are cost-effective or cost-:-neutral, reduce the use of resources, or . 
improve indoor air quality. . 

The proposed MVGBC applies energy and green building requirements per building tjpe and 
threshold, as shown in the table below: 

PROPOSRO MANDATORY GREEN BUILDING REQUIREMENTS' 

New Construction 

Green Building Standard arid 
Requirement 

New Residential < 5 units 15% above Title 24, Part 6 Mandatory CaIGreen Requirements 

·15% above Title 24, Part 6 Meet the intent of·70 GreenPoint Rated 
points and Mandatory CalGreen 

Requirements 

New Residential ~ 5 units· 

Additions3 hipplies to conditioned space only)' 
Additioru;~l,OOOsquare f~et 10% aqove Title24, part 6 Mandatory CalGreell Requirements: 

Sec. 4.303 (Indoor Water Use) 
Sec. 4.504 (Pollutant Control) 

MIXED-USE PROJECTS . 

, . , 
New Construction 
New Residential .( 5 units and 
New Nonresidential 
Use < 25,000 square feet 

15% above Title 24, Part 6 
for Residential; 

10% above Title 24, Part 6 
for Nonresidential 

New Resideritial ~.5Uriits and 15%'aboveTitlEi 24, part 6 
New Nonresidential for Residential; 
Use ,~5,00,O squ~ feet 10% aboveTitle24, Part 6 

for Nonresid~ti!U 

Residential and Nonresidential criteria 
as applicable to each component of the 

project. .' 

NONRESIDENTIAL PROJECTS (INCLUDE HOTEL2
) 

,. ,., . " .t' ;:) .\ ,.1' ,', 
.. , ,-, '. ", \~'. "',New C:onstrUc!icin' " 

"
, . 

New Nonresidential 
Buildings < 5,000 square feet 

New Nonresid~ntial'!3uildings 
5,000 to 25,000 square feet , . , 

10% above Title 24, Part 6 

10% above Title 24, Part 6 

New Nonresidential . . 10% above Title 24, Part 6 
"BuildiI1gs ::. 25,000 square feet 

Mandatory CalGreen Requirements' • 

Meet the intent of LEED'" Certified and
 
Mandatpry c:alGreen Re.quireme~ts
 

Meet the intent of LEED"" Silver and'
 
Mcmdatory CalGreen Requirements
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Tenant Improvements 
Tenant Improve­ 10% above Title 24, Part 6 Mandatory CalGreen Requirements: 
ments ~5,OOO square feet with a for Lighting Only Section 5.303 (Indoor Water Use) 
$100,000 construction valuation Section 5.504 (Pollutant Control) 
where the scope of work includes 
any ofthe following: (1) requires I 
a Title 24 energy calculation; . 
(2) the replacement or addition of 
any plumbing fixtures and!or 
interior finish materials 

i 

(i.e., carpeting, pairlt, etc.). 
I 

", 
'. 1. on~site,generation of reriewable energy in an amount eqUivalent fo the required reductions'may be used 

as an alternate means to meet the local energy reqUirement: Energy production shall be determined 
through use of the ,CECPV Calculator provided by the Caiifornia Energy Commission. 

2.	 For high-rise residential buildings (over three .stories in height) and hotels, plug and lighting energies can 
be deducted from both the standard and proposed building when conducting the Title 24, Part 6 energy 
calculations. . ' 

3.	 Residential additions that include interior alterations may use the total area (in square feet) pf 
improvements in the Title 24 energy calculations and may account for energy efficiency upgrades that 
already exist in the structure, assuming the upgrades complywith the. 2008 Building Energy Efficiency 
Standards. . 

. ,4.	 N~w shell constx:ucti()Il with miJl4nally installed~ystems¥,erequired to attaih the following energy . 
requirements above Title 24, Part 6: Cold Shell (no HvACand no lightirlg~5%or Warm Shell (inc1udes 
HVAC and no lighting)-7"Io. 

Verification 

The proposed MVGBC does not require formal certification from a third-party organization. 
Instead, projects will be required to be designed and constructed to "meet the intent" of a 
third-party rating system. This approach aims to achieve environmental benefits while 
minimizing the administrative costs, enforcement issues and project review tiines Cissociated 
wi~hf6~mal certification. This ,~pprbacli:'1s:consisten.t with most cities' gr~en~Uild~rig 
ordinance poliCies'and IS one of the verification 'Inethods speofied in the Phas~ II . 
recommendations. 

The MVGBC can be enforced and administered within our current process. For residential 
additions and nonresidential tenant improvements, the applicant can demonstrate compli­
ance by incOl;porating the requirements into the building.permit submittal documentation. 
For new construction projects, this process will require a green building profe~sionalwith an 
industry license submitting the green building checklist, project construction documentation 
and specifications demonstrating compliance, and a letter describing that the project has been 
designed to meet requirements of the ordinance. Trained staff members will review the 
documentation for compliance. The City currently utilizes plan checl< consulting services 
with personnel already trained in LEED® and GPR. . 

. ... , 
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Incentives 

Incentives are not included within the proposed MVGBC. In mostinstances, incentives such 
as expedited processing or'cost adjustments would not result in meaningful incentives for a 
developer. However, the General Plan update process has identified draft policy language 
that incentivizes highly sustainable development. To implement this, a proposed General 
Plan action item,could be used to develop arange of highly sustainable performance meas-' 
ures for the North Bayshore and East Whismanchange areas; These measures could be 
required for new development projects that propose to exceed a certain,''base'' floor area ratio. 

Costs to Private Development: Cost-Effectiveness Study and Incremental Cost Analysis 

Staff worked with Globed Green USA" a green building consultant, and Gary Farber & 
A~sociates, an energy consultant, to co~duct a Cost-Effectiveness Analysis to analyze the 

, add,itionalcosts associ~tedwithimproved energy performance for prototypical building 
types (see Attachment ~ost:-EffedivenessAnaiysis). The prototypical building types are 

, based on analysis ofexisting building types and anticipated future development types within 
the CIty. The Cost~,Effectiveness Analysis'demonstrates that q11 of the pr6,totypical buildings 
analyzed in the study have a payback period of less than 15 .ye~rs and fl positive return on 
investment over a IS-year period, except for small retail and medium-size office buildings, 
which have a 16.7- an,.d 17.7-year payback period, respectively. ~n California, the CEC 
identifies an acceptable payback period as 30 years or less. In February 2011, staff submitted 
the draft MVGBC to the CECand received informal feedback that the energy requirements 
and Cost-Effectiveness Analysis meet their criteria. 

Global Green USA also prepared a Green Building Incremental Measure and Cost Analysis to 
better understand the types of improvements and corresponding costs that would be neces­
sary for projects to meet the proposed MVGBC (see Attachment 7---Gteen Building 
Incremental Measure and Cost Analysis). The projects reviewed include 220 View Street; a 
22-unitcondominium development; and 331 Fairchild Drive, an 87,000 square foot commer­
cial office development. These projects were chosen because they are representative projects 
designed without the use of green building rating systems; and their building permit plans 
were available for review. The analysis shows that these projects could have been designed 
and constructed to meet the proposed MVGBC with a 1 percent construction cost increase. 
'Importantly, some of the improvements that were calculated for the projects to meet the 
MVGBc'are either already City policy, 'part of the State-mandated CalGreen Code or common 
trends 'found in new development in MoUntain View. 

STATEMENT OF FINDINGS 

CalGreen Code Section 101.7.1 provides that for a city to make necessary changes to the 
CalGreen Code, it must make findings for each amendment, addition or deletion based upon 
climactic, topographical or geologkal conditions, including local environmental conditions as 



AGENDA: March 22,2011 
PAGE: 8 

.­

established by the city. Staff recommends that the City find that the amendments to CaIGreen") 
are necessary due the following local environmental conditions: 

1.	 . Climate Change: The City finds that climate change is a global and local, enviro!lIl1ental 
condition. On November 3, 2009, in response to climate change, the City Council 
approved community-wide Greenhouse Gas Reduction Targets which align with the 
provisions of California Assembly Bi1132 (Global Warming Solutions Act). The develop­
ment of the MVGBC is identified in the Mountain View EilVironmental Sustainability 
Action Plan (ESAP) as,an action to reduce greenhouse gases. The proposed MVGBC. . 
amendments include provisions that adrniriister and improve energy efficiency, preserve 
natural reso~rces, eIlq:mrage the use of sustainable materials, manage waste and reduce 
other direct and indirect causes 'of climate change.' . 

2.	 Limited Water'Supply: The City finds that limited water supply is a local environmental 
condition.. On October 31,2008, the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC) 
made a unilateral decision to liInit the water supply available from the, S,an Francisco 
Regional Water System to the City of San Francisco and to the Bay Area Water Supply 
and Conservation Agency (BAWSCA) member agencies until at least 2018. The pro­
posed MVGBCamendments include provisions that administer and improve outdoor . 
and indoor water reduction. 

»3.	 Existing City Policy Addressing Local Environmental Conditions: The City finds that, as 
"' .. 

, . _'.,./ Ia resUlt of local environmental conditions, other existing City policies have been incorpo­
rated into CalGreen by reference, such as storm water management and waste 

. management. 

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 

This ordinance is not subject to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) pursuant to 
Section 15061(b)(l) as the project is statutorily exempt from CEQA under Section 15308,-as it 
is an ,action by a regulatory 'agency for the protection of the environment and as it assures the 
maintenance, restoration, enhancement or protection of the environment where the regula­
tory process involves procedures for protection of the environment. 

CONCLUSION 

The proposed MVGBC was formed with key input from the Technical Advisory Group and 
meets the overall goal of the Phase IT recommendations for maiTItaining regio,nal consistency 
of green building standards across local jurisdictions within Santa Clara County. Staff 
believes that the MVGBC is enforceable, environmentally ~ffective and not overly bwden- . 
some to the development community. 
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NEXT STEPS 

If approved by the City Council, the next steps in this process include submitting a formal 
application to the CEC with the cost-effectiveness study and filing findings with the BS~ for 
the proposed amendments. The improved energy requirements and Cost-Effectiveness 
Analysis must be approved by the CEC p'rior to the amendments becoming effective, and the 
approval process takes 45 to 90 days. Once the CEC approves the application,' staff will 
return to the City Council for a second reading. Staff estimates the second reading will occur 
in June 2011 with a 30-day effective date following the second reading. No approval is 
necess.ary from the BSC. . 

OPTIONS 

1. Modify any section or language within the proposed MVGBC ordinance. 

2. Do not approve the proposed MVGBC ordinance and findings to the BSC. 

PUBLIC NOTICING-Agenda posting. 

1J;~ 
Noah Downing
 
Assistant Planner
 

..''Yt'//~
.I : 

Lindsay Hagan
 
Planning Intern
 

Kevm C. Duggan 
City Manager 

~ ~.."(:.o YGhiossi 
Chief Building Official 
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6. Cost-Effectiveness Analysis 
7. Green Building Increm~ntal Measure and Cost Analysis 
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Attachment 1 

Green Building Collaborative 
Santa Clara County Cities Association 
Overview-Phase II 

Overview 
The Green Building Collaborative, (GBC), originated in June 2007 per the direction of the Santa 
Clara County Cities Association. In partnership with the Silicon Valley Leadership Group, its 
goal was to help meet our climate change goals by developing green building policy that would: . 

Be easy to navigate and consistent across jurisdictions 
Appropriately nudge the public and private sector to more quickly adopt green building 
practices 

Since that time, the Green Building Collaborative has met regularly, determining early on to work 
towards the following: 

1) Phase I: Near term, easy steps in green building policy. (Done!) 
2) Phas.e II: Moderate level compliance standards. (June 11th Cities Association meeting 

expected action to adopt Phase II.) 
3) Phase III: More· stringent.standards based on an evaluatio,n ofPhase II 

Cities who have regularly contributed to the Green Building Collaborative through staff, council 
or planning commissioner partiCipation include Cupertino, Campbell; Mountain View, 
Sunnyvale, Santa Clara, San Jose, Palo Alto, Saratoga and M~rgan Ifill, 

Progress ...... \ 
Last year, the Cities Association a~opted Phase I: Near Term Green Building Eolicy . ../

;)

.Recominendations. Those reccltninendations, cir something tougher in some cases, were 
subsequently adopted by all cities/towns and the County, making Santa Clara County the only 
County·to have all junsdictions moving in the same direction on green building policy. 

The past seven months have been spent developing Phase II, the phase meant to transition cities· 
from entry·level green building policy to something slightly ratcheted up, yet not out of step with 
the evolution and capacity of the green building industry~ In March, the Green Building . 
Collaborative gave a progress report to the Cities Association Board. At that meeting, the Cities 
Association conceptually agreed with the Phase II recommendations and asked for more 
information on two specific items related to cost and verification. The following document is 
intended to help Cities Association Board Members understand the key issues that the Green 
Building Collaborative has grappled with. It focuses on the following: 

Green Building Standards and Rating Systems: A quick overview ofgreen building 
standards/rating systems. 
Phase II Chart Explanation: A briefexplanation of the chart outlinIng Phase II 
recommendations 
Verification: Various methods citi~s decide if an applicant has met .the gre.en building 
requirements. 
Costs: Ari overview of costs associated with green building . 
General Principles: The reasoning and rationale behind some of the major Phase II 
conclusions . 



-':,'.	 Green Rating Systems 
There are two major green btii~ding rating systems in us~ in California ~ Build It Green's (BIG) 
GreenPoint Rated and the U.S. Green Building Council's (USGBC) LEED® 1. Both BIG and 
USGBC are not-for-profit SOlc orgarnzations. The USGBC is a national ratings system that 
focuses on all building types, while BIG has a California focus and specializes in homes. Both 
rating systems are based on a series of prerequisites, green building features or strategies required 
for every project, and a minimum amount of optional points that can be claimed for additional 
green building features or strategies. With the adoption ofPhase I: Near Term Green Building 
Policy Recommendations, every city accepted the two major sets of standards. For GPR, 50 . 
points is the minimum number needed in order to be green. For LEED, different point amounts 
correlate to specific LEED levels of green: Certified, Silver, Gold or Platinum. Both systems 
have different sets of rating systems tailored to construction types, listed below. 

Table 1. Rating Systems 
Build It Green	 USGBC 
GPR New Home Construction LEED For Homes 
GPR Home .Remodeling	 LEED Core & Shell 
GPR Multifainily	 LEED New Construction 

LEED Commercial Interiors 
LEED Schools, Retail & Health Care 
LEED for Existing Buildings 

Phase II Chart Explanation 
The Phase II Policy Recommendations Chart is intended to be a quick reference guide that clearly 
lays out what green threshold applies to what building type. It is broken down into ~o maiD. 
sections, residential and nonresidential. Within those categories, it is further broken, down into 
subsets based on building size and. valuation. 

Verification 
, Many cities and counties have be~n working to adopt green building policies and ordinances. 

However, it is a new area ofpolicy and as a result, cities and counties are'working through some 
tricky questions. This section focuses on one ofthose tricky elements-the process for 
determining ifan applicant has met the jurisdiction's green building requirements. 

The Collaborative has deliberated in great length onthis subject, discussed tl1e pros and cons of 
different approaches and concluded that it is best to put forward two methods of addressing' 
verification and encourage cities and counties to choose the path that works best for them. 

As mentioned above, there are two major rating systems, GPR and LEED, both.ofwhich have 
different methods for administering their programs. An assessment ofverification methods 
performed by the County of Santa Clara found that there are several methods that cities use: 

1 The U.S. Green BuildingCouncil:'s green building rating system is called Leadership in Energy and 
EnvironrnentalDesign (LEED). There are versions tailored for commercial new construction, tenant 
improvement, existing buildings, homes (focused mainly on larger development projects) and 
neighborhoods, as well as others in development. 



Table 2. Description of Verification Categories	 .,.... :)\ 

USGBC Certificate from USGBC required 
BIG Certificate from BIG required . 
AP Sigri-offby certified GreenPoint Rater LEED Accredited 

Professional required 
.Internal Verified by city 
Third-Party Qualified 3rd party other than LEED AP 
Self-verify Applicant provides assurance 

Examples: Rohnert Park, & San Jose 
Rohnert Park: Rohnert Park is one of the very first cities to enact a green building ordinance that 
covers the private sector - both residential and non-residential. As such, they have been on the 
cutting edge of working through iS,sues around verification and enforcement. .Rohnert Park . 
contracts with a third party for their plan check function and has added green building verification 
to the responsibilities ofthat contracted party. Rohnert Park uses the LEED rating system for 
non-residential projects and GreenPoint Rated for residential projects. For most commercial 
projects, an applicant seeking to meet the city's green building requirements is not required to 
achieve accreditation from USGBC but submits the required paperwork to the City. The City, 
through its plan check consultant then verifies that, for all intent and purposes, the building meets 
the LEED requirements. However, that does not make the building a LEED certified building. 
Only USGBC is authorized to award that designation. 

San Jose: San Jose recently passed a private sector green building policy for. new construction 
that requires applicants building commercial developments over a certain size to obtain 
certification through the USGBC at the Silver level arid residential projects of a certain size to be 
GreenPoint Rated or LEED certified. The city does not intend to playa role in "certifying" but 
instead will rely upon the verification processes established by USGBC or BIG. The way they 
intend to enforce this is by requiring an upfront deposit that will be returned once proof of 
certification from USGBC o~BIG isprovided. . .. . 

There reasons these two types ofapproaches evolved are listed below: 

"Internal" Verification such as Rohnert Park: 
. 1. Some cities want to do the verification and have the resources to do so. 
2.	 The green building industry is rapidly evolving. A mandatory approach with a select 

rating system should be approached with caution until any potential kinks are worked out, 
-especially regarding capacity and communication with the certification entity. 

3.	 Because private, third party rating systems are not accountable to local governments, 
there are concerns about granting so much "power" to such organizations. 

4.	 There is a concern that verification can be costly and bureaucratic. 

USGBC Verification such as San Jose 
1.	 Local governments do not have the capacity, expertise or resources to do a good job at 

verifying whether a building is green or not. 
2.	 Third party verification assures there is no conflict of interest and that rigorous green 

standards are being met. . ­

-. ) 



Verification Recommendation 
After debating the good and bad elements of the~e different approaches, the Green Building
 
Collaborative decided that both approaches are aCceptable. It is important, as stated above, for
 
local jurisdictions to understand th~ir capacities and tailor their verification system accordingly.
 

1. Private, third party certification via BIGIUSGBC' . 
2. In-house verification that does not require certification by USGBC or BIG 

. Regional Verification .' 
As stated above, tlle Cities Association during the March meeting requested information on the 
viability ofpursuing a regional approach to verification. Because of the difficulty of putting , 
something like this together, the Green Building Collaborative; early on, did not consider it as a .' 
viable option for Phase n.. The GBC has been focused on policy and implementation options that 

· are viable in the short term and a regional approach, although it has merit, is beyond the capacity
 
of the staff support currently provided by the Leadership Group and the Cities Association.
 

With that said, staff has asked the firm Davis Langdon, an e~pert in green building policy and
 
administration and the authors ofone of the most comprehensive surveys on green building costs, .
 
to outiine a ballpark figure on what it might costto put together a regional approach to
 
verification. Those figures are pending.
 

Green Building Costs 
At the last Cities Association meeting, the group also requested information on the cost of
 
building green, specifically, the costs associated with certification. Below is an outline of cost
 
issues.
 

On average, the up front building cost is around 4-11 % with an overall decrease in operational 
· costs of 8-9%2

• Over half the up front costs are related to the actual "greening" of the building 
. while the rest" are attributed to "soft costs"--eosts to hire consultants, assemble the documentation 

and go through the commissioning process. A comprehensive sfudy performed by Davis 
Langdon looked at the costs of building conventionally and green. Their conclusion was that 
there is' an eqUal ambtint of fluctuation iii cost between the two. You can have a really expensive 
.conventionally built building or a really expensive green:bliilding-itdepends upon the choices
 
made, th.e green building products used and how experienced your green team is.3
 

For the LEEDprocess, which again, mainly addresses nonresidential buildings, cost categories . 
· associated with greening are broken out in Table 3. 

Table 3. Soft Costs as a Percent of Total Project Costs4 

Design 0.4% to 0.6%'
 
Commissioning 0.5% to 1.5%
 
DocuinentationIFees 0.5% to 1%
 
Energy Modeling· 0.1%
 

For the BIG process, which is used only for residential construction, a local builder provided
 
specific cost data; detailed below. .
 

2 US Green Building Council, http://www.usgbc.org/DisplayPage.aspx?CMSPageID=lTiO
 
3 The Cost ofGreen Revisited, Davis Langdon, July 2007 . '
 
4 Analyzing the Cost ofObtaining LEED Certification, Northbridge Environmental Management
 
Consultants, April 2003
 



Minimum 25% Fly ash or Slag in Concrete Mix 
Comfortwise - 15% plus over T-24 
Construction Debris recycle 
High Efficiency Irrigation Systems· 
Wood I-Joists & Web Trusses 
Oriented Strand Board for Subfloor, Wall and Roof Sheathing 
Durable and Non Combustible Siding and Roofmg Materials 
Low Emitting Insulation at Walls and Ceilings 
Insulate all Hot Water Pipes 
Energy Star Appliances 
Low VOC Paint, Caulking and Construction Adhesives 
Energy Star Bath Fans 
HVAC Filter MERV 6 or 8 
Duct Mastic on all Duct Joints and Seams 
HVAC System Designed to ACCA Manual J, D and S recommendations 
High Efficiency Air Conditioner with Environmentally Responsible Refrigerants 
(SEER 14 slimline) $1,250.00 
Radiant Barrier Roof Sheathing $200.00 
HERS Rater/Energy Star $550:00 
Green Rater & BIG fees $450.00 

Total Additional Cost $6,000.00 

Optional: Solar panel system. Cost varies greatly depending on size o/house 
and availability Q/tax credits. For a 2,200 square/oot home $16,000 

Other Issues , 
. Below are some key issues. that were discussed at length at the GBC and should help explain the 
rationale behind the conclusions that were made. 

The GBC understands that the cities in Santa Clara County are different and that development 
activity varies. In some cities, such as Saratoga, residential remodels and additions are the bulk 
ofbuilding permit activity. San Jose on the other hand has mqre multifamily btjilding permits in 
addition to large arid medium sized commercial buildings. Each city is different and therefore, a 
one-size shoe fits all policy ,approach might not be appropriate. However, the goal ofthe GBC is 
to try to ensure that Santa Clara County jurisdictions are not radically different, but are, in fact, 
fairly similar in their approach to green building policy. 

With regard to determining the difference between large, medium and.small projects, each city 
may have a typical set of break points already incorporated into its planning processes. We . 
encourage each city to align green building policy to existing planning and code requirements in 
order to minimize complexity. However, we do offer suggestions as a guide and ifthey.work for 
your city, great. 

Basic Principles Behind Trigger Points 
With that said, the basic premise behind the choice ofthresholds is based on a few fundamentals: 

Larger projects have a greater environmental impact and should therefore be subject to 
greener rules. . '. . 



. ":' .,: 

Larger projects are more likely to mean that the applicant has more resources to dedicate 
to learning /implementing green building. For example, a large company has more 
capacity than a small commercial owner to invest in green building. , .. 
It is easier to build ~ building green than it is to retrofit/remodel an existing building to 
become green. . 

To capture the principles above, permit valuation, square feet and floor area ratio are·all 
suggested as potential trigger points in the Phase II Policy Recommendations. 

Multifamily Remodels 
At this point, the multifamily remodel guidelines are still being perfected. Build It Green does 
not recommend implementing mandatory policy based on these guidelines yet. We recommend 
requiring submittal of the checklist in the interim and as soon as BIG gives the green light, to 
require 50 points for multifamily remodels. . 

Nonresidential RemodelsfI'enant Improvements 
After much deliberation on this issue, the group discovered that there is no easy answer for 
determining large and small projects. With that said, the group settled upon using square footage, 
permit Valuation and project scope.. Project scope is defined by the number of building systems 
touched by the remodel. The group believes this is a good,·modest starting point that will need to 
be checked and revisited for appropriateness over time. . 

Cutting Edge ... 
It is important to note that the efforts of the Green Building Collaborative are cutting edge. The 
green building industry is still relatively new and maturing/evolving quickly as is the world of 
green building policy. The GBC recognizes that perfection is tinlikely right out of the gate and as 
a result, the proposed approach is a moderate one that encourages cities to be flexible in working 
with applicants. After all, at the end of the day, we want to achieve our climate change goals'and 
a large part of being able to achieve those goals is making sure the path to get there is one on 
which people are happy to walk along. 

..... :.:.'... 



Santa Clara County Cities Association Green Building Collaborative 
Phase II Policy Recommendations 

Single-family & 
Multi-family < 9 homes 

Multi-family =1> 9 homes 

Single-family <$100,000 permit 
valuation or, <500 square foot 
addition or FAR increase <50%. 
.This category also includes 
maintenance items that require a 
permit 

.. Single-family w/$l 00,000-200,000 
permit valuation, or 500-1,000 
square foot addition 

Single-family w/$200,000+ penilit 
valuation, or 1,000+ square foot 
addition or FAR increase of 50% 

Small Multi-family projects (TBD) 

Large Multi-family projects (TBD) 

GPR Rated** or LEED Certified 

GPR Rated or LEED Silver 

BIG's Elements checklist or LEED 
Checklist 

BIG's Elements 25-49 or LEED 
Certified . 0 

J 

GPR Rated or LEED' Certified 

Applicable GPR Checklist or applicable 
LEED checklist 

Applicable GPR 50 or applicable LEED 
level of certified 

:'., . 



LEED ChecklistSmall, <5,000 s uare feet 

LEED Certified Mid-size, 5,000-25,000 square feet 

LEED SilverLarge, >25;000 square feet 

LEED Checklist 

Large wlo HVAC: 2 of four systems LEED tertified wlo prerequisites 
are touch~d'" ** -+- >10;0'00 square feet + 
>$1 million permit valuation 

, '. ' 

Large wlHVAC: 2 offoirr systems are LEED Certified 
touched, one being HVAC + >10,000 
square feet + > permit valuation of $1 
million 

". " 

'" The latest applicable version ofthe:US :Green Building Council's LEED® RAting 
System- New Construction (which mc1udes major remodels); Commercial Interiors; 
Existmg Buildings;'Core & Shell; etc. 

** It is understood that GPR Rated currently requires a minimum level of 50 points. It is ' 
also understood that Build It-Green will continue:to adjust its checklist to reflect code 
changes and that 50 points today may be equivalent to something different in the future. 
However, the "Rated" term equates to BIG's minimum green standard, which again, is 
currently 50 points. ' , 

"''''''' The foUf systems are ~nvelope, Ijghting,interior services and HVAC. 
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,
SEPTEMBER 14, 2010 STUDY SESSION-GREEN BUILDING 

' 

OlillINANCE 

INTRODUCTION 

The purpose of this report is to update the City Council on the development of the 
City's Green Building Ordinance. This report includes adiscussion of key green 
building concepts, the ordinance development process and a recommended framework 
for the Green Building Ordinance. -,' 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Green building regulations and standards are tech:i1ical in nature and constantly 
evolving to keep pace with industry and regulatory improvements. Staff, the City's 
Technical Advisory Group and the City consultant tea.II:\ have been working through 
the technical details and "trade-offs" involved in creating an effective Green Building 
Ordinance for Mountain View. Staff has developed a recommended framework for this 
new ordinance, which is summarized witl)in this ,report. Additional c;ietailed informa­
tion on several key green buildirig topics is included as attachments to this report. 

, ­

Staffs recommended ordinance framework is intended to balance several key goals of 
achieving environmental benefits, such as reduced greenhouse gas etnfssions, with ' 
creating an efficient and streamlined green building regUlatory process. Council may 
wish to focus on key ordinance'elements such as recommended'thresholds, require­
ments for renovations, the verification process and incentives as this report is reviewed. ' 

Finally, since green building regulations and standards are constantly being reviewed 
and modified by green building organiZations andgovemment agencies, staff expects 
Mountain View's own ordinance to change as we move forward. Staff plans to monitor 
and evaluate the effectiveness of our green building ordinance and will suggest modifi­
cations to it over time to respond to changing regulatory and industry requirements~ 
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SCOPE OF WORK 

, On October 27, 2009, the City Council authorized the hiring of Global Green USA, a 
nonprofit green building organization, to assist staff in the development of a Green 
Building Ordinance. 'This project is identified in the City's Environmental Sustainability 
Action Plan as a proposed action item for Fiscal Year 2009-10., 

The approved scope of work includes creating and facilitating a Technical Advisory 
Group (TAG) consisting of local green building professionals, who will advise staff on 
how best to apply the Santa Gara County Cities Association Green Building 

'Collaborative's Phase n Recommendations for Mountain View's ordinance. Released in 
June 2009, the Phase n Recommendations ~e a reference gUide for applying third-party 
green building standards to variousbuildirig~types(see Attachment 1, Phase n' 
Recommendations). ' 

The scope of work also includes reviewing recommended measures in the Bay Area 
Water Supply and Conservation Agency's (BAWSCA) Template IndoorWater..Use 
Efficiency Ordinance (IWUEO) (see Attachment 2, Template Indoor Water Efficiency 
Ordinance); This ordinance includes a brief, prescriptive list of commonly used 
residential and commercial water-eonserving fixtures that can aid in reducing water use 

, by 20 percent. ' 

KEY GREEN BUILDING CONCEPTS 

The following seqion includes a high-level overview of green building standards and 
th~ costs and benefits of a green building ordinance. Additional information on these 
topics is included as attachments. 

Green Building Standards 

There are a variety of green building standards referenced in municipal green building 
ordinances for private development. These standards can include voluntary, third­
party rating systems and existing State codes. Third-party rating systems~ including 
Build It Green's GreenPoint Rated (GPR) and U.S. Green Building Council's Leadership 
in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED), require projects to attain a specific 
amount of poiiitsbased on an itemized checklist in order to receive certification as a 
green building (see Atta~ent 3, GPRand LEED Checklists). Some cities have opted 
to augment existing State codes, such as the',California Eriergy Code (Title 24; Part 6) 
and theCalifomia Green Building Code (Title'24, Part 11), to meet their green building 
goals. Cities can also adopt a local energy code that exceeds the code outlined in 
Title 24, Part 6 aI1d/or amend the California Green Building Code (CalGreen) to include 
additional requirements or building types. CalGreen has a list of mandatory measures' 
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that must be met by all residential and nonresidential new construction (see 
Attachment 4, Green Building Standards). 

Costs and Benefits 

The application: of green building is comprehensive and implements many of the
 
sustainability-related values expressed in the City's Environmental Sustainability Task
 
Force Final Report and during the General Plan update. However, it is generally.
 
understood that the measures and standards within green building ordinances mcrease
 
the costs of d~velopment. '
 

In ll10st instances, the upfront costs can be recovered over the life of a building and
 
m~yof the benefits can,be ,quantified ill the form of reduced utility costs. However,
 
there are aspects of green building, particularly related to health, that are difficult to
 
accurately quantify and monetize, even if the benefits are perceived as valuable.
 

Examples of costs, arid benefits specific to development in Mountain View are included 
in Attachment 5, Costs and Benefits of Green Building. However, this information is 
preliminary and is being introduced to Council no:wto provide an initial understanding 
of this topic, but should not be considered comprehensive. ,» 
ORDINANCE DEVELOPMENT PROCESS 

Initial Staff Research 

To begin the ordinance developmentprocess, staff researched green building 
. ordinancesfrom a number of Bay Area cities; .Staff found that these ordinances vary in 

terms of stringency, requirements and the verification process (see Attachment 6, 
Comparison of Other Bay Area Cities' Green Building Ordinances). Staff also found 
that there ,is consistency iIi. green building ordinance structures across Santa Clara 
County cities (following the Phase II Recommendations) but that each city has 
developed their own unique thresholds and requirements. 

Technical Advisory Group (TAG) 

The TAG includes 19 volunteers who represent a broad range of bUilding expertise (see 
. Attachment 7, Technical Advisory Group Members).. They were invited to serve as 

TAG members because of their interest and experience in green building. To date, there 
have been three TAG meetings focused on green building standards, ordinance 
structure and approach, and standards for renovations (see Attachment 8, T~clmical 
Advisory Group Meeting Summaries). 

, 
.i 
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In summary, the group suggested that a modified version of the Phase IT .
 
Recommendations with incentives for higher-performing buildings is suitable for the
 
City. The modification included an increase in the point requirement for residential
 
projects as they felt additional measures could be obtained without significant cost.
 
TAG members also preferred established third-party rating systems because they are
 
marketable, many developers already have staff trained in these systems, they have
 
clear doCumentation requirements and the environmental commitment that these .
 
standards represent can be easily communicated. The TAG recommendations also
 
mairltain regional consistency with the Phase II Recommendations.·
 

Staff Criteria 

City staff reviewed feedback from TAG and aligned it with existing City procedures, 
policies; regulations and review processes.· In reviewing this information, staff created 
the following Criteria for developing the framework of the ordinance (see Attachment 9, 

.Staff Criteria Details): 

1.. ,An easy and efficient program for staff to implement. 

2.	 An ordinance that is understandable to developers and the public. . 

3.	 A reduction in greenhouse gas emissions. 

4.	 The cost-of:green building can reasonably achieve the desir~d environmental
 
benefits.
 

STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS 

Staff is recommending an ordinance framework that best integrates the criteria listed 
above, the suggestions made by TAG and the Phase II Recommendations. Staff believes 
that this approach will result in an: ordinance that is enforceable, emtironmentally 
effective and not overly burdensome to the development community..	 . 

The recommended green building requirements are divided into residential, mixed-use 
and nonresidential project types with new construction and renovation subcategories. 
Each project type is discussed along with proposed rating systems, point levels and 
thresholds (see AttaChment io, Recommended Green Building Requirements for the 
City of Mountain View). 

. .,.:. 
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Ordinance Framework and Requirements 

Green Building Standards 

Staff is recommending the use of third-party rating systems LEED and GPR as green 
buildfugstandards for new construction (both residential and nonresidential) and a 
prescriptive list of green building requirements (based on CalGreen mandatory 
measures) for residential additions and nonresidential tenant improvements. Staff 
believes that addition and renovation projects have limited prQject ~copes and, thus, 
cannot comply ,with measures in formal rating systems. The prescriptive lists for both 
residential and nonresidential projects focus on indoor environmental quality, energy 
and water reduction as these have quantifiable economic impacts. Mixed-use projects 
will need.to comply with the standards applicable to theproject type. This language 
provides flexibility for mixed-use projects and is commonly found in other local green 
building ordinances.. 

A list of optional green building standards has been included for those applicants that 
wish to use third-party rating systems or an equivalent system not referenced in the 
ordinance. . . 

Local Energy Code 

Staff is also recommending the adoption of a local energy code that will require all 
projects regulated by the green building ordinance to exceed the California Energy 
Code by 15 percent. This requirement is already captured by the third-party rating 
system standards for new construction, but has beel). extended to small projects and 
renovations. 

Thresholds and Points 

The project thresholds suggested by staff are based on existing thresholds in the 
Mountain View development review process.. For example, new residential projects 
have a threshold of five units because this is the project size that requires a tentative 
map and review by the City Council. . 

The green building standard requirements, or point values, are based on input from the 
TAG, review of other local green building ordinances and the Phase HRecommendations. 

Verification 

Staff recommends not requiring projects to obtain formal certification from LEED or 
GPR.. ~tead, staff recommends requiring a qualified green building professional to 
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submit dOCumentation demonstrating that the project is designed and constructed to
 
meet the requirements of the applicable green building rating system.
 

Staff's rec,ommendation for verification is to "meet theinte~t" of a third-party rating
 
system without requiring formal certification. This approach aims to achieve
 
environmental benefits while minimizing the administrative costs, enforcement issues
 

. and project review times associated~thformal certification. 1his approach is 
consistent with most cities' green building ordinance policies. By "meeting the intent," 
the applicant is confirming at two development review phases (sublnittal to Planning 
and Building) that they meet the requirements outlined in LEED or GPR 

. . 

. Additiona~ly, for smaller projects and renovations staff 'will intern~ly confirm the· 
project complies with the lo~ energy code and the mandatory measures ofCalGreen. 

Incentives 

Staff recommends reserving the discussion of incentives to ,the General <Plan update 
process. Policies and/or incentives which could promote higher-performing green 
buildings could be ,developed for the North Bayshore and Whisman areas. On~ example 
is to allow a new, increased maximum allowable FAR in these key "change areas" only if 
projects are designed to be certified and/or meet a higher ,green building requirement; . 

Attachment 11, Framework and Criteria, provides additional details on the recom­

mended requirements and thresholds,'as well cu.:> details regarding verification and
 
incentives. '
 

ALTERNATIVE ORDINANCE APPROACHES 

While staff has provided a recommended approach, there are other options for Council 
consideration. The following two options present green building requirements that can 

.be modified by Council to· address different goals. Option 1 represents an ordinance 
approacQ that includes reduced requirements and isless stringent (see Attachment12, 

.Option 1: Reduced Green Building Requirements). ' The major changes of this option 
include the elimination of renovation categories from both residential and non­
residential projects, as well as reducing the standards for new construction·for both 
residential and nonresidential projects. Overall, a less stringent approach would mean 
less projects are regulated by the ordinance with lower standards,applied, resulting in 
less impacts to project review time lines and less cost to applicants. It would also mean 
developing an ordinance that is less consistent with the Phase II Recommendations. 

Option 2 represents an ordinance approach that includes more requirements and higher 
standards (see Attachment 13, Option 2: Increased Green Building Requirements). The 
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changes include higher green building standards for new construction residential 
projects and for the renovation sections of residential and nonresidential projects. 
Additionally, the City could require third-party certification for ,larger projects, which 
.would need more consideration from staff on an appropriate threshold. Overall, this 
option would mean more projects would be captured by the ordinance and higher 
standards applied, which would result in greater impacts to project review time lines 
andincreased costs to applicants. It would also mean an ordinance that would be more 
consistent with and, in some cases, more strin.gent than elements of the Phase II 
Recommendations. 

These two options are only suggested approaches and can be used as "jurnping-off' 
points for further discussion. . 

NEXT STEPS 

Following the City Council Study Session, staff will meet with the Technical AdVisory 
Group to: (l).update them on the progress to date and next steps in the process; and 
(2) make refinements to the Green BUilding Ordinance from comments and direction 
provided by Councilmembers. Staff will then draft the Green Building Ordinance and 
meet with various community members, such as contractors, developers, architects, 
homeowners and businesses, independently; or in small groups, to collect additional 
feedback and comments on the dr~ ordinance. 

Simultaneously, Global Green USA will prepare an application to the California Energy 
Commission (CEC). This application is required by the State and must be approved by 
the CEC to demonstrate that any proposed energy improvements are cost-effective. 
The application will include prepcu;ing analysis of building prototypes representative of. 
anticipated development in MoUntain View in order to generate a cost-effectiveness 
analysis to be included in the completed CEC application. 

Finally, staff plans to bring a draft Green Building Ordinance to the City Council. Once 
the City Council adopts the ordinance, staff and consultants will identify what public 
awareness and educationmaterials are rieeded to educate community meinberson the 
new ordinance. 

QUESTIONS FOR THE CITY COUNCIL 

1. Does the City Council concur with the staff-recommended ordinance framework? 

.. ) 
..­

:,' .' 
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2.	 Does the City Council have specific input on thresholds, standards for renovations 
(residential and nonresidential), verification processes and/or incentives? 

Prepared by: ; 

.~~.~ 
Noah Downing	 M........~.~ 

Pr'ijI··~fllIAsso;iate Plann~er. 
/ . . .	 . ....~/ 

f i	 . 

~~ 
Planner 

. 

\.~ alTsuda 

CommUnity Development Director 

.. ~ 
Keyin C. Duggan 
City Manager 

ND/LH/4/CAM/823-09-14-10M-EA 

Attachments: 1. Phase II Recommendations 
2.	 Template Indoor Water Efficiency Ordinance 
3. GPR and LEED Checklists 

.4. Green Building Standards 
,5. Costs and Benefits ofGreen Building 
·6. .. Comparison of Other Bay Area 'Cities' Green Building Ordinances 
7.	 Technical Advisory ·Group Menrubers 
8.	 Technical Adyisory Group Meeting Summaries 
9.	 Staff Criteria Details 
10.	 Recommended Green Building Requirements for the City of 

Mountain View 
11.	 Framework and Criteria 
12.	 Option 1: Reduced Green Building Requirements. 
13.	 Option 2: Increased Green Building Requirements 

cc:	 Technical Advisory Group, CA, PWD 



J Santa Clara County Cities Association Green BuifdingCollaborative 
Phase IIPolicy ReCODlD1¢Ddanolls 

Sil)gle;;family & 
Multi~family <9 homes 

Sin' le-famil <S100 000 • .nnit.~,...'1 • ' ~, 
v~lilatipn or; ~500 sq~ foot 
addition or FARincrease <500AJ. 
T4i~cate~otyalso Includes 
:matritenance items that requite a 
p~nnu . 

GPR Rated·· or LEED Certified 

OPR Rated or LEED Silver 

BIO's Elements.cbecklistor LEEO 
Checklist 

. Single-family w!$lPO,OOO-200,OQO BlGts Elements 25-49 or LEEP 
'penriitv~luatit>n, or 500-1,000 Certified' 
square:foot addition 

Single";family w!$200.000+ permit .GPR Rated or LEED Certmed 
. 'val~ation, or 1,()00+ sqiiarefoot 

addition or FAR increase of5001o 

Small ¥u1ti-familyprojects(TBD) .' Applicable ~PR Checklist or applicable 
LEBO cheCklist" 

Large Multi-family projects (TBO) A.pplicable GPR50 or applicable LEED 
level ofcertified . 

)
 



:":": .. 

. ... ;-.... '-' ..,:- . , 

~~~~ 

'Small,<S~OO(f s' uarefe¢t ' 

Mid.;size, S.OOO';'2S~OOOsq1i~ feet 

LEED Checklist ' 

LEBO Certified 
. ~.' . ,.: .... '.. 

" '\. 
, ' 

LEED .gi'ive~ 

LaigeW/ollVAC:2 offol:U' systems" . .LEEp Certifi~w(o'pr'e~q1iisi~s
8i't:toliChed··· +>1O~OOO square feet"+ ',' ,.' ' . " 
>,sj miHionperinit valuation 

. ,.',: ..::,'. 

Large:Y;/H\fAC:2 ortbur SYstems are .' LEED Certified 
ioti¢ll.ed.:o~e bei~gHVAC+>lQ,()®' 
sq~f.¢~t 'of >'permitvaluanon of$1 
riUllion:.. ". ''. ., -', ' ' ' 

/. " .... . .. 

iii,The latest applicable Versit>n'ofthe U~S Green Building'Cdui1cWs LEED~:Rating 
SystCm--Ne\vJ::qristrhction (which inCludes major remodels); :Cornmercial Interiors; , 
~st,ipg,~ui'~J~gs;,C~~ &Shell;'etc.' " 

·*ltj~~~~~odtl:1~tOPR Ra~cwTe~ly. reqLiiresa"Ininirrturn level ofSq{Ptifuts; If is ' ;l
also lUl(ie$>~ JhatBuild It Oreenwili coiltihueto adjust its '~lteckliStto~~~tC;Qde ;j 

,cnan.~s.:lUld;~lult so pomts today may beequivo,lenHo So!Jlcthmg different in the future. I 
.~. 'a9~'V~~;!th~#~ed .. ·termequates tO~BtG'sininiiriuingreen stari<iard. whicp again, is 

; 

curren#Y~O points. ,.. , .' .' ' , 

••• The four systems are envelope, lighting, interior services and ffVAC. 
,I 

' ...;. 



Bay Area Water Supply and Conservation Agency's 
Template IndootWater·Use EffiFiency Ordinance. 

All new construction and applicable remodels will have, at a minimum, fixtures 
tl'la~ comply with the efficiency standards listed below in the "Indoor Water Use
Efficiency Table": .. .' . ." 

INDOOR WATER USE EFFICIENCY TABLE . ," ,- ,-. ':' " . 

More information: http://bawsca.orq/water-conservation/ 



......... 

G(~en~oint··RQ~~·~ ::.,g.IJ~~~list: Single Family 
Th~·G.~iiflOi!'lt R~ted Cht!ckilst fraeb'g~n ~8tUies'incorporatedl\1tOthe~0iri,. MiOinelS only' 
GnKtnPoI"t Bat8d lfall'futurllf@reY'r1f1edbya'C8rtff1edGreeOPoljrt RaWrthimiRhSunci IiGreen. ' 
GreenPolnt Rated Is provided as a public service:by,Sulldlt G~Il; a pr0fe88lonal non.:protlfwhoSe mission Is 
ta,prom.ote ,heallhy;'-energyand f!80urce:e.m~~t buildings In ,California, " " 
Thejir!lnlr'numreqiJlrvmenlsof GreenPolnt·Ratedare: verlflcatlo!'1of50 or;m~[J polnls;Eam the following , 
mlnirnui!1Polnls per category:' Energy (30);;lridoorAir QlialitylHeallh(5); Resources (6), and W8ter (9); aOd 
mee\ t~e p""requlsltesA2.a, HiOa., J.2., N.i ; and QO, 

~'IIL. 
.i~~ 

GreenPointRATED 
A 'PRO.GRAM ,OF SUite 'IT'GREEN 

Irota' POints'rarget~d: 0 I, 
.'~ 

30 

I '"..:,:
'., "5' 6 

o ~"I 0 rtl'll 0 ~I 0 IIo 0 

0, 

~_~,+, .:1, __+ .+ ,,___ :__uu.!.{-"I 

,·0 

TOtaI,Polnts'Avallabl8lri;Si\9:¥:;i21; '0·"· 

,2. DlvertlRecycle Job S,tte.ConSb.'iictlon Waste 
, (Includlng~Green Waste lliidEXlsUng StnJctures): 
a. Requlrvd::[lIvert50%i(by welght)ofAlI:ConstruCllon and Demolition Waste 
, '(~eCyCllng .or Reuie) '(CAlGreenCode) , ' , 
b.Olverti000/0of Asphaltand:Concrete and 65% (by weight) of Remaining Materials 

. c.' Divert 100% of Asphalt andConervte and 80% (by weight) of Remaining Materials 

,5. ConstnJcUon EnvIronmental Quality Management Plan, Duct Stilling, 
'. an~ Pr&.occupanq; Fiush-Out("ThiS CA'idit Is a reqUirement associated with 

.14: EPA IAp]" " ' 
, ,a. Qu·ct Optmings and other ,rvta~ air dIstribution 'component openings shall be covered 
i,:~u..,n~g~~'nstiu.ctiOri·;Xc~~~~ii:codeAappii~~I~) ': • .", .',,' ': .'": -- ~ ,'~' 
::.1fb;-:·,Fult ~nyii'on~~ntal qual!!y mSlJagemeOt plan and pnHiCcup.aricy~~u~h out Is. ' 
:·~·.conduCted;(PrereQuisite is A5s)""·' , ... ,' - ,.' ... \ ,·<-.t" -" .' .'" ", .. 

':i 

~teDj(!{~J4; COoJ,Slte:Recluce'Heatl.'and Effect On Site 

This Checklistaccoinmodatest~everificaUon of mandatory CAlGreen measures but does not signify 
~mp"ance uniess acCepted by enforCing agency~ All CALGreenrneasures within the checklist mUst be 
seledechs "Yes" or "n/a" for compll~nCeWithGreenPolnt Rlited.Bulkflt Green Is nat a code enforcement 
agenCy. ' ' 

The criteria for,lhegreen bUlldlngpracUce~:iistedbelowarvd8,sCrI~ In lhe GreenPolntRated Single 
Family Ratlng·Marii.ull: For. morelnformatlon;!iieas8 visit WwW.bulld'ltgreen.org/greenpolntnlted 

Slnal~;~~"Y New,Home4~'2'/'2008tit;~:;;'~-:·:c.,.: 

" !l '.c III 
",;,,' C :: Q) 

('411 ::1' >­ m I:! I'
~J, ~. 'f ~ i'J 
i~:~ .. u w ;:!!; «, . ~, 

,;', ~i~~Mt~Eo9slblijeOifitS,~~ft~ftil 

~~~;WBP',\',-,'1% ",:a;Proted TopsouandReuse;n;;icOn~th.~~n··" .' . 
~K~m:sQ~!!im • b;LiinitariCi Delineate'COnitruCtiOifFOotjjrintfor Maxlr'nu'm ProteCtion 

1=",,==~,3. Use Recycled Content Aggregate (Minimum 25%) 
a. Walkway and DriVeway Saae 
b.Roadviay Base ' 

' ' 

,~~1t~~"~%~~~~~~"~~I~'~. 
""""=~",,'.,,..kProtecl TopsOlI:and;MlnlmJZe.DlSruptlor;of, ExlsUngPlantS.&.Trees 
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'-:,.';' 

Total Points Available in Landscape =351 . 0 . 

4:) Build It Green 

1)~?,$d:uGTuBA~~F.BA'Mev_}$UWj)lNGjEtWEE()P,E:;['%'~~?~~~~1\~~f:M~~~~Z0v.1t~;r1}J;r.\'*ii~lg~~~ftft'itr~,i\~jt%yK§¥;1 

~*I~~~f~I~~~~~~I~~w~~a~¥~~~_~~,.§utt~~:;. . . .., 
" ••'~'_....."R :b;;Miniiliufu'2+lricti:OVeitiariQs:arid~GjjtterS'::;' ' , . , 

2. Construction Material efflclen'cles 
a: Wall-and Floor Assemblies (Excluding Solid Wall Assemblies) are Delivered 

:PaneliZedfrom Supplier (Mlnlnium of· 80% Square Feet) 
o;,~ , .b::MOdularCOmpane'ritsAreDelivered Assembled to the Project (Minimum 25% 

1j1~i~mPE~lHj!14. InSUlated Headers 

6. Use SolldWall'Systems (Includes SIPS, ICFs, &' Any Non-5tlck F~me 

. .". . ,Assembly)'
L_.. _..",.... 1' 8., Floors 

:b.Walis ,
",,,,',"q R om'''!'''It,}, c. 0 

7. Energy,HeelS on Roof Trusses 
, '5% of Attic.lnsulationHeightat,QulSide Edge of Exterior Wail. . 

'6; Use FSC-Cei1lfledWood . .'. 
""I,,,,".. c,,",,~.""".;"."••"",L.•. a. Olrri~n8ionaILuijiber. Studs and l:'lmber (Minimum, 40%) 

.. b. PaneIProductsCMinlmum:40%' .., 

I '. ,. ,1. ApplY 9pum~1 VllhieEnglneering 
-,".~._-""'" j" a.Place Joists/RafterS 8ndSWds at 24-lnCh On center 

1"0"""--""1"1' b. Door and Wtndow Headers lire Slz8d for Load 
.•,L _d." c.Use Only Cripple StudsiReauiredfor Load 

.... 3.US8 Englne8~.LL;I",ber 

h:~'t~~'~'i):$=,B::::D~A""!;i!""::. a. Engineered B~ams.and Header:s 
~it'i:~,: • b. WoOd I-Jolsts or Web Trusses for Floors 

c;Engineered Lumber for Roof Rafters 
d;' EngIneered or Finger-Jointed Studs for Vertical Applications 
.e:' Onented Stran-dBoard for Subftoor 

J~~X;j!5TBIJ~l.l ;~\f!Orient8d strand i30ardfor Walland Roof Sheathln 

lij\%¥;fITfJDf1-~§~?;·:f.E~~!i2-~~~~f~l!=~=.':' 

f 
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. einatalllnsulaOon with 75% Recycled Content 

, 1"V:"':H,~:ij~,:rB=...'=P~~~,""j~!"",;~a.Walls
 
!~~iltaa!tif~ b. ceilings
 ---!~~I:~:'-~·::j:~·~::l~:::::f~i~·t-:~-=I 
¥fui<'t1;:J3Q)ilil~~ c. Floors'
 

TotalPoints Available in Insulation =310
 
:G~~J~UMEt,INGJf~~;;·t.~~£~~~rfi.~~~~~mt~t~~Ai~h~~~~~~J,I¥i~1~~~~~~~~~~;{;.:~~:tS~·}i~~;tifk~~~:(H~~~XJ~~;~~'stftP~t~~~1i~1~1g~t~~~~~.~~~~¥ft~~~~ -, ''\''i~;f~~1fR~~l~'i~91jjts.Xfd;'~:f't: 

1; DistribUte Domestic Hot Water Efficiently
 
(Max: Ii Points, G1 a. Is a Prerequisite for G1 b-e)
 

o 
'0 ._,J ·.~:.-.. ~;:_:L~:I 
o 1 

2.o 
····1 - j''''''0''--' ­

o 3 

---0-1-­ . 1..··0··-- ;. -----, .. --'1:-­

o 2 

o 
.. n!;t;i;;::?;~f?,O$sl.ble:\P;OItitS>c~r,if,;JH 

4o 

o 
0.. ; I 

a; High EffiCiency ShowerheadsQ.O GallOns Per Minute (gpm) at 80 plil. (Multiple 
. shawerhe8<lsshall not exceed maximum flow rates) (CAlGreen code if applicable) 
b. High Effi(:lency BaU,r6omFaucets S 1.5 gpm at 6Opsi(CALGreen code) 
c. Hlah EffiClenc:Y.Kltehen anl:l-Util/ty Faucets S1'.8gpm(CAlGreen code if a 

2. Water Efficient Fixtures 

3. Insta,1I OillyHlghEfflcleilcy Toilets (Dual-FIush or :SUB Gallons Per 
.. Flushfgpf) (CAtGreencod~ ifapplicable 

·a. Insulate All Hot Water Pipes
rThlS ciedifi$.a requlremenfassociated with J4: EPA lAP] 

b.Use Engineered Parallel Plumbing
c: Use Erigineerect Parallel Plumbing with Demand Controlled Cli"eulation Loop(s) 

. d:Use Tnlditlonal Tn.irik;'Branch arid Twig Plumbing With Demand Contro.11ed 
Clrculationloop(ii) .. 

:G;~.il-,~:r" e:",Use Cenlral Core Plumbl 

Single Family Checklist 
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rnulluW".""'. VIII_.,1 w,","'o4In'Jf Perfonnance =45+' 
:R};}~g~;1lf.@~~\~~~;rg,j:f~rf~~!}RF*l~R~~}~~\r~t~lfW~:~f~~~J1~f~t~~ti: 

4. Use Low-YOC Caulks, ConstruetionAdheslves and Sealants that 
MeetSCAQMD Rule 1168.'(CALGreen code Iflipplicable 

3. Use LoW-YOCCoatlngsthilt'Meet SCAQMD Rule 1113- (CALGreen code if applicable) 
["ThIs credit Isa requirement associated w1thJ4: EPA lAP) 

it)i~~if(6;.UseRecycktd-Content;Palnt.- . ' 
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-;-' 6~;Us8:EiMronmeritaIJYprer.;nibi~MliteiJals for I"terio; FlnI8~:, . 
A) Fs~rtified:Wood ..B)R~f1aiMed. Cf~apIdJyReneW8ble.D) R8cycl~·COiltent or
 

, E) Anger-Jointed F),Local' " . "
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Total Available Points in Floorlilll =81:0 

'4: ~_.~. 
·'0 

a. ,",UUI'I'I;U'''' 0: VV/O .•Ylllml.UlIII . 0 

Total Available Points in Finishes =271 .0 

4. All carpet and 50% of Resilient Flooring Is low emitting. (CALGreen code if 
aDolicablel ',' . 

1. Use Environmentally Preferable Floortng (Mlnlmum'15% Floor·Are.a):·. 
· A) FSC-CertmedWciod, B) ReClaimed or Refinished; ec) Rapidly Renewable, 

D)·R~:.conterit;.E);E~sed, Goncrete, F)Local. Fioori"g Adhesives Must 
MeetSCAQMQ. RiJle.:1168 (Ot VOCs. . 

'2. Install ENERGY STAR CIOtI'itiWasher . 
· 'a. Meebl'f:NERGY:SjARand.CEE .Tler 2 Requirements . 

,(MOdIfi8dEnergtFactor,2.0;'Water, Factor 6;0:or less) , 
b. M88tsENERGY STAA'and'CEETJer 3 Requirements 

(Modified:Energy Factor 2.2; Water Factor 4:5 or Jess) 

·,j1l1~;!12. ThermaJ;Mas8 Floors·(Mlnlmum.50% 
3. Low EmlttlngiFloorlQg;(Sectlon.01350j CRI Green Label Plus, 
· Floorscoretmlis credit is,a reQuirement associated.With J4: EPA lAP 

,"- '5. InStall Hlgh;em¢aCYLightliig,'ilncH)~lgnLlghtlng 

3. InsfallENERGY STARR8frlgerator 

,~?!~r:::~·\·~!~~=r~U~t~Ei~~%ltter.'~r,.~~t1".g.:center:...•..:' 

;m~~t8Q]~11~ Install ENERGY· STAR DishWaSher (Must Meet Current S 

'""""=='='= 8; ENER~Y,.STAR(;lu'1llifl~.A;o(25 CubiC. Feet Gapacity 
:~f:l)\imJP;~~~j: "'b~,ENERGYSTAR Quailfied:&~:20 Cubic.Feet CaDaci 

:1 

e:~ . 5]- "lS 
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- .Total Available Points in Other =61. 0 

=~ 
~ 

N 

4J=t 
o 

.s. Develop HomeoWnerMsnual·ofGreen FeaturesIB.enefits (CAlGreen code if applicable) 
'. (*This credit iss requirement.assoclated with J4:EPA lAP) . 

b. Conduct Educational Walkthroughs (Prerequisite is N4a) ["This credit is a requirement. 
associated wlthJ4:EPA lAP) . 

5. Install a Home System Monitor OR Participate In a TIme,.of-Use 
Pricing Program. 

~*~~~TBQ1P.1flH2. Bulld.on Designated BrOwnfIeld Site 

1. Develop l"fllI'Slles 
~==~ a. ProjeCt Is an Urban 1~f111 Development 

b. HomeCs)/Development Is Located within 112 Mile of a Maior TransitSto: 

·1,o.~'I;CQ.NJ"'UNtrM~Qa$t~~f(\a~NNlt!Gt~i:~:"~¥~}}f~Zi~~; #i~gii~i~Nf.:ifJi¥f"';{{i¥.Wi:';i'i?,11;;i~~~~ji;¥1iiiJ(?~~%;iH~iif ;f.!\\~itt*g 

:1 

I 

Iii 
it 

;\ 

,\:'. 
.""""""",~.,."..,.".,3. Cluster Homes&;KeepSlze In Check 

~. 

a; Cluster Homes for Land Preservation ....g-"+"-~ "Tz 
1 

b. Conserve Resources by Increasing Density (10 Units per Acre or Greater) 
'9oc. Home Size Efficiency 

i. Enter Average UnltSquare Footage 
'­

t 
.f'r ,", 
:t 
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i:f, 
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.. r~:\;f~:~f.;~~~RpllSlb'~i'Roi~'@r;1t,\j~tt1; 
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o 1 I.! I I. 
. --1- +-- 1-.--..-.1_-, I 

! . I " ! I
I' , 

0.1 2 I I' 
i I 
! 1 , I 
I 1\. 

o 1:'.=lL: :.:r:.T-·--" 
o l'---0-----'1' ..,. 

-'0-" "1 

···,g··I_·1. -t .... .+.._, ..~--- _.; 
o . 

;l-ill:;t:~~~-: 

., ~l.+~~··.r·n: ...:t:~:~-.:~.:::~:t~··.·~·1 I 

.10 I .2 i £, I II 

Total Achievable Points In Communi 

6. Deslgn'for Divers. HouSeholds (6a.ls a Pf8requlslte for 6b. and 6c.) 
a. Ain-iomesHave At Least One Zero-Step Enlrance 
b. AII.Maln Floor IDteriorDool'8 & Passegeways Have a Minimum 32-hich Clear 

PaSsage Space ' . . 
c. Locate Half-68th on the Ground Floor 
d. Provide FulJ,.Functlon Independent Rental Unit 

i""b~' ~iielciPfi1e:nriS~C~nli~i:~ttfA~DedIC8ted~~ijiF'athWaytifPl8Ci8S:Of:!l';'i':::C;': r 

: ~f:Ional'lnte~st Within 1/4 mile ..... . .' . 

c.. Install Traffic Calming ~trategles (f\4lnlmumofTwo): 
.• Deslgnatecf,BtcycI8.laneuif8P~nton Roadwaya; 
• Ten~FootVehicleTravel.Lanes; ... 

.• 'Stf8et Crossings ClOsest to Site are Located Less Than 300 Feet Apart; 
'., Stree~:Have' Rumbie. $trfps, Bjjlboiits. Ralsed.prosswalks or Refuge Islands 

Ft,~~IN"~VATIONl~~~~~~W~~r~J:~~{~f~~~1;m~~~iI?fY;i~itfX{~W~~t~~rf~~~~~{~·V}~}y,~~r*r{~~~~jti~~~It.~Y~f}:~~~l~J{f~;. ~J~~~14tf.,~W;J£~·~~N~:~~~~~~&¢i~1 

===""",,5. DeSign for Safetj& Social Gathering 
1"""':mD;K~~d .a. All Home. Front:Entrance$ HaveVlewsJrom the Inside to Outside CallerS 

b.A11 Home Fh:lnt Elitranees.Can be l:le8n from the Street and/or from Other Front 
. DOors . . 

.c. Of1entPorc:h8S(mln. 100sf) to Streets and Public Spaces 
hW~~%taP~· d. 'Developm~nt Includes a Social Gatherina Space',. 

~ ,~r 
!j
:'l! 

ft
I';'

~~:AS~ ~'." 
1. Stormwater Control: Prescriptive Path (Maximum of 3 Points.'Mutually Exclusive with f

;'i;
P~.) 

,i, .

'.a. Use PermeablePaving for 25% of Driveways, Patios and Walkways ..~~ 
I"I"'''''''_~'~''] . b.lnstaUBi~et8ntion andFWtraUon Features
 

...,"._- ,....... c; Route Downsp~utThrough Permeable Landscape
 I;
d: Use·Non-Leaching RoofingJv'laterialS
 
e.lnclude SmartStreel/Oriv~y Design
 fy

2: Storm.water Controt: Peiformance.Pat.t' (Mutually E;xcluslve with PA1): Perform Soli [i. Percolation Test and C8ptureand .Treat 85% ofTotal Annual Runoff . .' 
m' 
.:;b.,.....,.,--.,.,...;...,.., C. Landscape'"


h'f~~~@p;;:;w.;~11. Meet Local Landscape Proaram Reaulrement
 .' 
D. Structural Fnime'&'BulldlngEnvelopt" ~:f I,~I " 1. Design, Build arldrv1alntaln.Slructural,Pe~t and Rot Controls ~! ...,,=_.....,d . a. Lo<;ste.A1I WoOd. (~idillg,J~ITl,Structu~)At Leas~,12n Above ,Soli
 

,b. All W~ Framing 3 FeeUrom the Foundatio,i is Treated With Borates
 1F 
~;'

" .. «)rUse:f'agt().ry~!mpregnlilt~Mateflals).O~Wansar8:NotM~eof.wood
 

~::~~iMti!~fu~'~~I~~nf~~~O!l~.lnWetN8a.s:.K~~n·,EJ.8~~~~siV~1I~"Roorn61a.nd::
 
:,: B8l?ements'J"ThI8 'Cf8ditisa requJr:ementaSsociatecfwith J4~EP,A'IAPcr ' . 

)'r.,.- . .-~_"' .. J "';-., :., ":'" v""_ .-: •... ~~' 
'!l 

"",. . E. exterior:' ~.;.. :,.; 
11::-:~:::;'~>1r:::O:::,:\TcB=':r::D~},~1:,~~if,;11: V8getatscfROof (Mlili~um 25%) . .' '. ~r 
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Home meetS an applICable CAL Green'measures Iistediri above SectionsA- P of the 
GreenPolnl Ratedi::he~liSl' " 

o . ~:if~ti~t: ~~~~_~ilfr. £~t~~ftl~i~#¥?;~ ~g~!~~$ 
.o. t~~~Jl.:lJ~ %!~~~i~~ ~¥~~~}~. te~;~atiW ~iWtr.;t;}~ 
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The followfng measufl1sBTf1mandatol'y In the CALGmen code and do not earn points In the 
GreenPoint Rated Ch9Cl<list,buthave bean Included In the Checklist for the convenience of 
jurisdictions. 
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~~=.::;~~~~~:s~~a=~~~~~n~~!=~'_[~:~;~b!~;0:.V~~.:.····.··I;;N· 
S:CAlGreen4.SQ3,1.• G~·ftr:eplaciEt,~.Il~ltbe.adirect~V'(tn,t;~aled.:cor1;lbustiontype:Wood8tove.or 
"Ilefstove shall,comply·wIth US EPAehasellemlsslOri~lImlti .' . , . .' 
6.CALGreen4.50S.2 V~por retard,erand capillary brea!t Is;Installed ahlab on grade 
fOundations: . 

~¥R-l~t8l.lb,~~17;: CALGreen 4.505.319%,moisture content of bulldlframln materials ,_ " 'N 
8. CALGreen 702.1.HVAC system !nstallers are trained and certified In the proper' Installation of 'N 
HVACsvstems.,· -.. 
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(
t(.Projecthas not yet inetthe following recommended minimum requirements: 
J:- Total Project Score of At Least 50 Points 

!
~

., 

- Required measures: . ~; 
.-..~ 

-A~a:50% waste diversion byweight . ,
 
-H10a: Compliance with ASHRAE 62:2 Mechanical Ventilation Standards 

',!
 

~~ ,.-J2.' 15% above Title 24 
,{: 

-N1: Incorporate GreenPoint Rated Checklist into blueprints
 
- Minimum points in specific categories:
 (\

-Energy (30 points) . I.'-IAQMea/th (5 points) 
-Resources (6 points) If
-Water (9 points) 
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--... 

~r 
"". 
i~: 

",,~ 

'.;. 
.~ 

I~~; 

Single FamilY Checklist· 
© Build It Green New Home Version 4.2 Page 11 of 11 

.. ~,' 



.,,~:,::'}:':' ' .. ;~ ' ..:..:,; ::_., -::... ':: :# ..;..,.,'. .~; ;:.', ":,·::tl··~:,,, '<'.' <,-,:.• , ..,~~ ,,..:,:..'.',:, :::;.;;::.:"i:'.:._~::.",.. , :-:":1•.::<'-':';:', ......_: ·"r~.-:" ,. "'.->"' , ••:...... ' .• ~' .".,,"- :"~'~""" ~, ".,~--. .. ,~ .~... -.~~. ," .~ 

e. LEED 2009 for New Construction and Major Renovations Project Hame 

. . Project Checklist Date 
.' '.. . 

I 1'1 IS.ustafriat)l~.Sftes PossfblePointS:26 MiteHaI5.. al1d.• ResOurces~·· Continued 
T 1 H 

eiuPrereq 1 

Credlt.1 
. Credit 2 

I I I ,CredltJ
Crecttt 4.1 

EEE 
Credlt4.2 

• . CreditU 
.' Credit 4.4 

CredltS.1 
r---t--t-'-fCredlt 5.2 
f-:.\--HCredlt6.1 

. Cr8dlt 6~2 

ttB. 
Credit 7.1 

. Credlt7.2 
Credit 8 

y 1 H Credlt~ .~ 

Construction Activity Pollution Prevention Recycled Content 1 to 2' 
Site 5electton 1 . CredItS Regtonal Materials H02 
Development Density and COmmunity Connectivity 5 

.' 
Rapidly Renewable Matei1als 1g ~:::; 

Brownfield Redevelopment . 1 Certified Wood 1 
Alternative Transportation-Public Transportation Access 6 
Altemattve Transportatton-Blcycle Storage and Changing Rooms 1 I I I IIndoor Environmental QlIalfty Possible Points: 15 
AltemattveTransportatton-Low·Emtttlilg and Fuel·EfflClent Vehicles 3 
Altematlve Transportatton-Par1dngCapatlty 2 '-1 Minimum Indoor Air Quality Perfonnance 
Site Developn1ent,;.,Protect or Restore Habltat 1 prereq 2 Environmental Tobacco Smoke (ETS) Control 
Site DevelOpment-Maxtmtze OP-en Space 1 Credit 1 Outdoor Air Delivery Monitoring 
Stomiwater Deslgn-Q,uanttty Control . 1 Credit 2 Increased Ventilation
 
Stonnwater Deslgn-,Qualtty,Control 1
 ciedlt 3.1 Construction lAQ Management Plan..,.During Construction 
Heat Island Effect-Hon'roof 1 Construction IAQManagement Plan-Before Occupancy 
Heat Island Effect-Roof 1 Credit 4.1 Low·Emitting Materials-Adhesives and sealants 
LIght Pollution Reduction 1 Credlt~.2 LOW-Emtttins Matertais-PalntS and Coatings
 

Low·Emlttlng Materials-FtooringSystems .­
I I I IWater Efficiency Possible Points: 10
 Credlt4.4 Low-EiTllttlng Materials-Composite Wood and Agriflber Products 

rfuE
.

Y

. 

III' ,Credit 3.2

.

t=t=t=1Cred1l4.3
.' 
I I' I

I I I 

..
1-1.,....-t,,,",.,,rll..,..-Ilc~lt8.1 
, , I

ICredit 5 Indoor Chemical and Pollutant Source Control ./ 
Credit 6.1 ControllablUty of Systems-LIghting
 

Credit 1 Water Efftclent landsCaping . 2 to 4
 
. ~Y. P_l Water Use Reduetlon"::20% Reduction 

ICredit 6.2 Controllability of Systems-Thermal Comfort
 
." ..... .'. credlt?"n~~t~ Wastewater Technologies 2
 Credit 7.1 Thermal Comfort,;.,Deslgn
 

. .' ..' Credit 3 . Water Use Reductioti . ' 2.to 4;
 Credlt7.2·.Thermal Comfort-Veriflcatlon 
'DayUghhnd'Vlews-'Dayltght 

,J . I I IEnergyand:AtrrioSphere PossfblePoints: 35 ,Credit 8.2 Daylliht and VieWs-Views 

~ .. -:­
FlRlda~t81 CommiSsioning of BUfld1ng Ener'gy Systems '··PI ·1 .... jinnovatfon :and!Desfln~Pr:ocess Possfble Points: 6 . ~ Minimum Energy Performance.Y 
Fundamental Refrigerant Management I J I Jtr8dlt 1;1 

. CredIt 1.2 
. . CredIt 1.3 

t=LtjCredlt 1.~ 
~Credlt 1.5 

. . Credit 2 

. I~tlori In Design: Speclflc Title 1 
OpttmtzeEnei'gy Performlinte· 1 to 19 

? 
Innovation In Deslsn: SpecIfIc Title . 1 

On·Slte Renewable Enel'BY . 1 to 7 . Innovatton In Design: Spectflc Title 1 
Enhanced Commissioning 2 Innovation In Design: Speclflc Title 1 
Enhilnced RefrigerantManagement 2 Innovation In Design: Spectflc Title 1 

.Measurement and Verification 3 L£EDAccredlted ProfeSsional . 1
 
Green Power 2
 

I I I IRqfonalPtfority CredftS. PossfblePoints: 4
 
····1,,"· .1. IM~t,~r.tals:8I1d;~4!~ourc~· PossfbJ~P,ofntS:1.4 .'. ..... .. '.' . .
 
•... .' . . .. ' . ..' . . ., . .' .: . - .. ~;;, Credit 1.1 Regional Prtority: Spectflc Credit . 1.. :,' 

;:1' y;., "-l~. ·St~r.tS~ 8nd~COlleet~oiiof. Recyclitbles' : . ..... .........'. ·<.:i" .... CredIt 1.2 ReglonalPrtortty; speetffccreet,t­..i .•....: ......•.... "." CredIt:l..1 ..,.. ~lnt.al~~~ng.wal~,FlOOB. 1;t.O 3' .) ".". ..•.... 
1 
1 . 

/'" '.. ;'~ CftdIt 1..2·"BuIldli)g R~lntaln'5O%·.of Intertor.Hon-StruetutaIEl~ts,· ,1.' . ". . ..... ' Credit 1.4 Restonal !»r1Ortty: Speclfic:CredIt '1 
....I' ..Butldt~~iR~ andRoof. . '. . '. Credit 1.3 RegkmaIPr1ority:.Specl(tc~~tt:. 

• '.' -,' ~ c~ ':.; cft.iIi 2 :, CoostNCtlcin:WlISteMan~ . ' ..... . .': '; 1 to 2: . 
'. . CredIt) Matei1~is·R.euSe . . . . 'r'to 2 . ~I'I I ITo~t.. '., . ·Pc~fl:>lePoints:·. '110. 

a--i ...: Certlfled~Oto49po1nb Gold 60 to 79 polnu Platlnurn'BOto110.' S'lwrSOto59po1nts 
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!O~ 

o 
o 
o .. _"0··,··· ... 

..' ':';o;d):;!" '~1; Develop,.II1f1IISltes, . 
''<'''''. a. proJectlsan.Urb;mlrifili Developnieh( . 

b. Conserve Resources by!ncreaslng Density -15Units:Per Acre or Gillatili' (1 Point for . 
every addltlonal.5~dwelllng unitslilcre) Eiiter ProjeClDensltyNumb6r (In au/acre) 

c. Project lnaudes theR~)ie'lopmentof At Least One ExistliiifSullding 
d. Build on~signated JlrovinfleldS:ite or City-Designated Redevelopment Area . 

REQUIRED:ENTERFL:OORAREAS'ANDtANOSCAPED AREA BEFORE BEGINNING CHECKLIST 
Enter TotalCondltloned,Floor Areaof,the Project: .~.100 . 
Ent.~~J~t81 Non~Re.SldentiaIFIOOrAr~~OfPrOject: .' .... ,':0<,·:·.. 
Pe/:Ceritof ProJectDedlC8tecUQ.:ResldentlaI;Use .' ,100%-, ." ....• . " 1 . . ,. '.' . 

Percentaae:of.Slte'Dedlcated'toLandsC8plng· " . ::".~.,-,O%;":.,: 

;A:rJl~!;UQMM""mm~MJ;'I!f1~~Jf!~tlIN<l1iSA~~$t~.~· 

2. Design for Walklng.&Blc:ycllng ... . 

,." ;';'.:;:,:;;.' S··.: ?'''~~'' •. 7' - :-: ' , .. " •.. ,',; '_:. 'f,-·.~· . .;,.", ,{~ :.,"- ' .~ .;,: '..,"." .: _....,..-;.:.-, 'i:.J-_ ,- .,,:-; ",:.,: ...,. ,.':>. .•.. ,~ ',.t"· 

("',.,.. \:. l; 
.~ 

I. 
~Il~.5' 

I
~~.. 

. 0 .If
:!i~I· j; 

.. 

i; 

~; 
~? 
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t:::t,t~;~~~'lff.'T!=J~:':::O~:;:';i~;lJ~i a. Sidewalks Are, Buffered fr~ RoadWays &Are Ii Feet Wide (8 Feet in Retail Areas) :~­o 
",'.. "if'!~f,1f(\"t$tM~,\' b. loStan Traffic Cal~l~g Strateglea' '. 

-"6'"~*r~tr!:JP£?J;;:' Co Provide Oecll.<:at8cs, c~vere~ 8. ~5ecure BiCycle Storage for 15% Of Residents
 

::'d/prfjy~e;~re~BiPYde':Stor.lge· for5%ofNOn~esldential Tenant Employees & Visitors .
 1o 
_.;I~~' . " ...:;:':~:-.,';::.:' .~\~~··~;:-::\~\,~:;f;:~~- ...;,,;;-<:·>·-·~~.,: ~.:.~, <:~';' ..~:Cl<.,: .. ' ....: : .... :'-;~'? .~: ..~, ......-., '.~':--; . . > 

-:.~ .3rAltematlve;Transportatlon~" .": ',~ '.: ", . .,{':, " . 
>a;iSite h~s!P"ri~nACc:e~within%Mils'OfCommunitY Services:'...'., ...... . ",. 'j . '.- ';~~ . .-;" 

,~ . 
. 1~1 

rrUjM~if,d :;.' ;·riE.~;:~%~~i:~~(~j~~::ar~;A~~~t{~',;"~)PUbll~':~rk' .. 
- ~.... 

.;
4)~ Store 5) R~tBUiarit . . , 6) Schooi . .I-: 

7) Ubrary . 8) Farmer's Market 9) After School Programs 
I ' @ Build It Gite)convenience Sto~ Where Meat & Produce are Sold Multifamily Checklist verblon 21211.9 

il 

GreenPoint RatedCheckHst: Multifamily
Th~:'~f#npoi~tR8ted'ooecklisitrackS greenf8atures InCOipo~-I~'~4t'h~; A hom. Is oniv Greenpolnt 
Ratedlf8Wmitul!!! am verified by a,CtrtlflPdGreenPolnt,Rater thrpuRh Build It Grten..GreenPolnt Rated 
Ilipro.vid~as'a;public'seMce· by'Bulld,lt Green;,a profnslonal noii-profitWh~mu>s~n,1sto prP,f'note healthy, AIIL.
enei'gy:arfd,resource efflclent bUildings inCalifo,mfa. . ". . . .' . .
 
i'heminlmum,.equlremerits'fOf a.GreenpolntRa'tG(j-horne are: Eam it total (if·50 pOints or more; obtaiil the . .i~­

fo.liowlrl!J;~inlmum.~I~t~'P,ei ~ieg:~iY::commuiilty(6), En~y' (30),I~d()()r Alr!JualitylHealth (5), ResoUrces (6),
 GreenPolntRATEDand Wllter;(3);and meeUhEi prerequisites A2a. E2a, H4il.'(for.2008 pemilttedprojects); Jfa,:N1.and,QO.· . 

A PI>OGRAM OF BUILD ,'1' GREEN 

T~i8ch~tikllst accommodates the·v~rjflcatlQn. orrna~at()rycALG~l1tne!"sures_ bUt ~oes not signify compliance 
unl8as accepted by jurisdictional authority. All CAlGreeri measures Wfthlnthe checkllstmiistbe seleded as 
"Yes" or.·n/a~ for cOmpllancjl with GreenPolnt Rated; Build It Green Is not a code enforcement agenCy. ITotal Targeted Points: 0 I 
Thegreen'bulldlng praCtices listed below are descnbed in the GreenPoint Rated Multifamily 
Rating Manual. For rnoreinfomllition please ~slt WWw.bulldltgnien.orgtgreenpalntrlltOd. 

I.30M~ltlfamlly New Home 2:212008 Title 24 . . 
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'. 

s:~(ill 
'~i~c 

.TIER 2: Eritifiltimbe(i)fsetMces'WlthlniU'MJ1e:''.:' .
1) Bank-.' '-~·2).Pi~ce(JfWorilhiP > 

~C~ -"iii i~ CD/o:C 
0 
~E e;'11; U. ~. .,.... 0(. E II 

f "' ­ .! CD 
0 
0 0(­

~W - ll:: 
r: 

. . 3)LaundrfiCl8aners .
 
4) Hardware 5) i'hea~rfEntertalnment 6) Fitness/Gym .
 
7).postOfflce .. 8) Senior Care Facillty9fMedicallDentai
 
10) Hair C~n'-: . 11) C9mmerelal offiCe or 12) Full Scale Supennarket
 

Major Employer . .
 
,0i. 5 SerVices Usted.Abovl!l (TIer 2 services COunt as 112'Service Value) 
o. ii.10 Servie:es Listed Above mer 2 SerVices count as 112 SeiVlce Value) 

b. Proximity to Public Transit:De~lopment Is Located Within
 
t 114 MiI~ofOne Planned or Current BusUne Stop
 '0 ~~ 

Ii. 112 Mile'o!a M.aJ9r Transit Stop (Commuter Tr'ainILight Rail Transit System OR Two o 
_ ·or MorePlanniidiCurrentBus{lne, Stops . . ._~ 

. -.-\_ .. -- -~.-::._--'}~L~~_'_I __ .,-- .--.---.....•• J "l~ ~~~~~~~~::,. .•..... .... 
....-.:-. 

",1'

""~;,;I¢~~~}~e~:~~~~~t;~~:if~o~s~aci;~up~~;,~~~J~:(N.~~e~~riual:'-" o 
, 'b:Hlilfofthe:Non"Resldentlal Floor Space is Dedicated to Community services o I l'. -(SeeAA3a) . 
6. Outdoor Gathering Places 

.. a. Private or Semi-Public Outdoor Gathering Places for Residents (Minimum of 50s1 Per o I .1
Unit) (mutually exclusive with AA5b) .
 

-. ~ .
 '(
b. Outdoor Gathering 'Place of Compact Site Provides NaturaJ Elements (mutually o iexclusive wlthAA5a) (ProjeC$ Must Be a Minimum of 50 dU/acre) --..- -- t·" . .. ~ .. -.' 

; 

.c. Public O~dOor Gathering Places'have Direct Access to At Least Two Tier 1 Community oServices (See AA3a) .. . . 

il-6. Deslgnfor'SafetyandVanda".m Deterrence. 

a. Re~id~n~, Entnes'l1aveVl8ws to.Callers' (WIndows or Double Peep Holes) & ~im Be- O·
 
Seen By NeighbOrs '.
 

o I 1. 
, ,., . 7.PasslYe Solar Design
 

L.". _..,,_A~. PfoYlde Aplnopri~teOtientationfor Maximum Energy Efficiency
 

~",,,,~q\~J]lJ ".b. Ail Main-EntranCes to tlie Btiildlngand Site are Prominent andVlslbte-from the Street 

o 
.·b.:PrOvide Appropriate Shading On All South~Facing Windows for Effective passive Solar o'- Control' . . '. 

o
 
. 8. AdaiptableBuUdlngs .
 

c. Provide Thennal Mass 

a. Include Unwersal DesIgn Principles In Units
 
,~;i~:gmP)~~¥: . I. 50% of Units
 o .I 1 
~~if.;mrBO:v.,~;Y ',. . .- 11 80% of Units 
----.1., .. ,. '.'.. t Green . Multifamily Ch,. ..,':st ver'sio~~;.;l~-I '.,~~" 
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.Total Available Points in Community Design and Planning: 42 

b. Full environmental quality management plan andpre-occupancyftush out is conducted 
(Prerequisite is A5a)., ': . 

a. Duct opeillijgs.~il~ ottl~rrelated,airdistiibutjoncomponent openings shall be covered during 
construCtion: (CALGreen code' if appliCable) ;'.' . . 

" .,,~ _ l i~ '. • .' --. '.". - • .' 

Total Available Points in Site: 11 

, 3. Constructlon'Envlronmental Quality Management Plan,Duct Sealing, 
and Prj;.QccupancYFtush-OiIt

is credit isifrec.uii'ementassociated with' PJ1: EPA lAP 

'" '·9.Affordablllty 
a. Units are Dedicat8d to I:fouse'holds Making 80% or Less of AMI 

I. 10% of ;6;li U;~lts 
11.25% 
III. 50%or~ore " ," .' . 

b. Developmentlncludes Mu~lple Bedroom UnitS 
(Minimum of 2 3-Bdrm Units At or Less Than 80% AMI) 

c. At least 20% of UnitS at 120% orless of AMI are For-5ale 

e~¥i!ANI)~AP.e~~~f7.}~t~~t:1~~·;ti~·~Wt:~~~~~~,~~i~ii~~1i.?;i~! ffrl~~ff~g;\Vi.fiJ~·~;~{~~~:'~1~)~;Jl~;~tk~§:;:~i~~·'~~~~~· ,{~~·R:~s~~~t~1~~~~1f~t(~JJ:~~;:1ft(~N(~~·:~';£t~~?'t-~~~ 

ili~~mp.~I!';!: b.··lJVeJwoiff.UnltS;lhCJiide'A;DedIC8t8d:CommeiCl8l'Ehti'Brice'·':' ....,.• ' 

.2. Dlv8rtlRecycle Job Site COf1Structlon Waste (Including Green Waste and Existing 
, Structures):' . " .. . 
a. Required: Divert,500/0' (by weight) of All Coristniction. & Demolition Waste (Recycling 

or Reuse) (CALGreen Code) 
b: DiVert 100% ofASphan and Concrete and 65% (by weight) of Remaining Materials 

ti'!ii?Ji1fpO'Jim~1 ;:.c: DiVert .100%of;Asph@I(~n<l.Gon~te and 80% (by weight) of RemainirigMaterials 

;~~1"%mP;!~';i;~15. Cool Site: Reduce Heat IsI~nd..Effect on Site 

"1: Protect Topsoll'and·Mlnlmlze DIsruption ofExlstingPlanls& Trees· 
""'1\l""',;~!t"";.,r"";B""[)"".,~'""",!,~''''''f;a,RrotectT~psoll.and,Reuse After Construction 
;Wj~le~P~~~: 'b, .Lknlt' and:Deliii'eate c(;~stn.idlon F<iOtprinffOd.1aXtmum Protection 

.•)l~)~iJ';J!,!t)Jt1%14. lJaeRecycled Content Agg~gate (Minimum 26%) 

.;; 
t 
~-
': 

~. 

'1. 

fl.,"II. 

Iil: 
.1: 

-""'i. landScaping 

i~iI~ iii,) liiiidScapilii: 10%'of the sIte 8188tSite~ with I~ss than 10% of the total sitsS18s dedicated 
to landsc8plrlgcan onlyeam up to 4 points for measurt B1athrough B1g. Ca/culat8 the. .
 

. landSCaPiJa&1apert::iliit8~bY'iJiVidingthel81idSC8pe a18a'by thetotal$ite,at8a.1ncJude the
 
F'bu/iding.fo;;tPriift(iij's':lil'aiF6ifiWCieyetOiiiidPoftJCinsofthfislteup:tom8 Sit8'ooundaT)i.· -..... , 
!i 

~~*~_b.~ ;,.::~:)J~A~·fi;~~~~~~t~~{~~~J(~j~~~6~in~t'~~ :.' . ", ...:.... ',:, < ~I.....' ~,,;l''''t~,-'' iill"&j,,:MUIcl1'AIIPlanting'B8ds,totheiGreater of:rlilches'or Local WatefOrdlnance ,. ~~';-- -. -~v ...,j-,_ .. L·~·~1.=--~~===.I 
'~~:":':"'c.~~!~~~~~~~~'~,#~:peS":~:· .•. '<.: .... ',,: ,. , .­ .~~ -~. 

o ';3:"~~i!jJ;r:Bo?;1;": I. No Invasive Specl8sLiSt8d bY. Cal-IPC Are Planted 
2.}\'j~~18D!·~t':: ii. No Plant Spea'esiwill Require Shearing . 
~'. ' ". . c., , Build It Green .. Munifamily Checklist ve~I~~~;1~~:;9 
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'.' .", ':'\ Ill. 7~~'~t PJa~ ~~l~rougllt;;tOierilnt;;'Oailfomla~N~Ne8;~~iteiTaneaniof'Ottie' .. :'.' 
. Approprlate,Specles . '.' . '. . .. . 

d. 'Minlinlze Turf I"" LandSQ8pe Installed by BUilder, 
i. Turf·Shall Not Be Installed on Slopes exCeeding 10% and No Overhead Sprinklers 

Installed In Areas Less than S'Feet Wide 
ii. Turf Is:;; 25% of Landscaped Area 

e. Install High-,Efflciency InigationSystems 
i. SysteinUsesOniy L~-FI()w Drip, Bubblers ()r Sprinklers 

·11. System Has Smart (Weather-based) Controller (CALGreen code if applicable) 
f. Incorporate .TwoInches of ComPostlnt~e Top 6 to 12 Inches of Soil 
g. Design Landscape to MeetWater Budget 

i. Ins~lIlnigatlon Sy8temTh~t Will Be Operated at <70% Reference ET 
(B1a. aridB1b. are Pre.ieQUlsltes'for credit)' 

ii.lnstall IRigatiori SYstem That Will Be Operated at·<5O% ReferenceET 
(B1 Ii.; B1b. ii'nCi;B1 ei.:or'B1eli. are Prerequisites for Credit) 

h. Ineorpor'ateJ::ommurilty Garden 

I. .. 3.0~~r~lay StructureS and Outdoor Flirnlture . 
"'. - ­ ~""I a. PlayStructul'l'S & Surfaces Have an Average RecYcled Content ~20% 

b, EnYi..onmentaiiyF>reflitrableexterlor,SiteFUmishlngs' 

2: Source Water EfficiencY' . 
t-,;i~~~~~-.:itB=.. ·· :::::a:""j\~~i~;:'I·~ a. Use Recycled water for Indoor and/or Outdoor Water Use 
·m.ij~~~j;¥i: b. Use'Rainwal~rfor IndOorandior Outdoor Water Use 

I' 
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o 
Total Available Points In Landscape: 33 

';)~~~)~4. Reduce Light Pollution bYShieldhlg FixtUres andDltectlngLlaht Downward 
o· 

~:'J:Lr1ti~;~;;~9:MI~1~:.a,~lotS;5r:~~~0i~~ji.~~l)E$IGNjC~.H~JQWTtONS!J~ll~~~~1~~t~?<.~1£$':J~(:~~&~t~~~i~~i~E~_¥~~~~~t}~;{f~}l~·~¥:tM)~~1~;?~}{f~Y~l_~0~[timJf:~~~01tt~~ 
1. ACoustics: Noiseani:l Vibration Control 

~==~ .. (minimum 2 J)oints for credit, including 1 Tier 1 measure, maximum of 4 points) .
 
TIER 1: 1)Exterlor Noise Reduc:tion
 o 1 ) ~; 

2) Loud Single-Event Noise Reduction in Nols~ensltive Spaces 0'" '"1 n.'. 
3) AirIJome and Structure-bome Noise Reduction (e.g.• walls, floor-cell/ngs) o 1 ~:.. ! ­
4) Mechanical Ventilation Noise and Vibration Control -'('".':':,1:.; .. 

. 5) Plumbing Noise and Vibration Reduction o 1
 
TIER 2: 1). Mh,lmizeStalr ,Impact Noise .
 ·0 ·0.5 r
 

2) MinimIZe Floor Squeaks
 :~'~=~':§}:T: 
3) Minimize Trash Chute Noise O' 0.5 

,-,~~-"' ... ~,._.... ,
 

.-' 4) Mbced-Use.NoiSe'ilnd Vibration Reduction •
 '0 0,5
 
,. ··..c2;;Mbied~Use,J)eslgn·Stia.Oles . .
 Ij 
fu,*~~P"Z1it~1 'ca. DevelopG~n:Tenant:lmprQve~entRequ.irernentsfor,Build Outs" o 2 

"'~0..-1.. i:i.=~ ~,~~::~c1M~~~m:I~:;'~~~=sY~:m~eskientml'area .'. . E=====~===I'. ··-'3.C~lTlI"l~nlng: :.:, ';,::-" '" ... . . 
= a. Design Phase (Define Ownel's Project Requirements,- Basis of Des19n, lind Develop' 0 i
 

"~Ian) ,
 
.,It Green MUIutamily Chp""',,t verSlor12~21nf .
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Total Available Points. in Design Consid.erations:·141; 0­
IN.GilJ:~~P~1;~~fk~~{!g1i~W~~mfi1¥~~~$rt~~~ijjl~tJ~];,~1{~j,~1Jr%;11~ff~1~~~~J.ij'::F.I(~p~;~~r~~~n~i;~J:~~?({~~~~?m~~~;¥[i-~~wn~~~if~~~~@g.~~~~rl?~1t:1t~~t~~~}~~rf.~~i· 

.' ~'. ~ 

a. Wall and Floor ~semblles{excluding solid wall assemblies) are Delivered Panelized 
. fromSu~pl~r (Minimum of 80% square feet) 

b. ModularComponenta are Delivered Assembled to the Project (Minimum 25%) 

c. Optimal Value Engineerlng_ 
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d. 

':;;.1I
tl 

" 

,'11 
~-,2 

tl 
:.-! 

(f 

II 
n 
i) 

, 
~, 
I~: 

i 

t~j 
i; 

I 

1 
of:~MJ'ao/~$~~ I. Studs at 24 Inch on Center.at Interior Non-Bearirig Walls and Top Floor 1~':1
 

:;j~i~1T.e J{.'j~.Jj II: DOor & Window Headers Sized for Load
 
n' i------- , I
 

~f0'ii; J;>Pif!~\ 1Ii.-Use.Only Cripple~ds_Required for Load
 o . 
. 4. Use Engineered Lumber. 

li:'ciJ7.'.j!;""~.i,~TB=.'.:::O~l~t'\;;"~: a. Engineered Beams and Headers o ! 1 .
 

fk'i$\1}'@trm-<i':~ b. WoodI-Joists or Web Trusses for Floors
 '-:-1':-_ ~-_---- .. ::=--_~-:_::=F:}~r::-_··· ~I Iillilfffic~P.Ji1it$. c. Engineeredlumbeifor Roof Rafters 
liS;~1:B()~~(;;! d. Engineered or Flnger-Jolnt8ctStul:ls for Vertical Applications 0'1

if--" -'f-­ ·~~1;~i!~~~1TaQ·ii1~1.' e. Oriented Strand Board for Subfloor 
-~-, ..... , ... ,.-.... 
o 1
 

r~\ljt~R~\~,~;iU 6. Insulated Headers ;,.
 
'liiW0~rBp~jj;¥: f. Oi1entedStrand Board for Wall and Roof Sheathing 

o 
"'; 

o 
-- --',1·-­

.0 
;lill~~fs'tl;1P~if.tl7; EnerWHeels on Roof Trusses for Low-RIse Projects o 

iB.Use Solid WaifSystems (Includes SIPS, ICFs, & Any NoJ1-Stick Frame 
-:.":

Assembly) 
, ~ 

.... ---;.. _--~ .. _., ..

o 2~l~~~\ {'D]g~tt~ :a:, Floors ,
I ,1: 2--I~'i!1it~O}r"'0i b. Walls --1--"';- .-- ---Io. ~'ffu~~t>13::Nj, .c: RoofS' (j 

,..,-::~,':

.~

:: ~~ft;;m!1>.:~1W 

;- ." TotahA\(aUable Points 'i"Foundation, Structural Frame &_BuildiilgEnvelope: 341· .0 
;!';~"fi~j~~;';~RQ~lbJe'~Qln1J.\i<~~~t;'!j:~,'ri 

....'1'.'Dral_nageP,laneslin-c! l)i.li'liblit:~ldlng .'_' 
:~ !n~fr;;:~ .:'W1\1,l ~,; a.inl!!.ilta_~.jn~e~~all:~y'sl~m;., .. 

X1I:RIOR1BIfi~~tI~~~~Wj~i(f1Y~~fi~)iif~Y'it~~k~~~~~~~~~f~'i~~{ir~ti;~~i~~~~~~~~!{it;~jhf:(~~~~~11~~~~~~~?i~.~~~{:~t~~r:~~~~~jVW~~~~~; 

~-~··I-···---!·-----I..- ~ ,.'bjjse!Dumbleand:No~ombusiibliit:SldlngM8terials "'-' -- I I 
Duratile,RoOflrtgOptlomi; . ", 
a. k/iqufred: An Roofing Has 3-Year Subcontractor Warranty and a 2o-Year Manufacturer
 
WlirTanty
 ~j-.~~,. ··1-·· .. ··I-·-----..!--_· .. j-~.._L:BbillllibQ,eeble and Fire Resistant Roofing Materials or Assembly loG 2 2/1.9 ! . i : j 
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Total Available Points In Insulation: 31 .. 0 

.Iv. Non-Residential Areas: Bath Faucets - s .5 gpm or .25 gal for meter faucets {CALGreen 
code if apollcablir ,. '. 

2. Distribute DomesUc.Hot Water Emclently (G2a Is a Prerequisite for Credit for 
G2 b-e: Maximum 5 Points) 
a. Insulate All Hot Water Pipes . 

["This credit.is a requirement assoCiated with PJ1: EPA lAP) 
.b.' Use Engineered P~rallel Plumbing 

'. c: uSe Engineere<:! Parallel'PIumbing with Demand Co~rolled ClrculaUon Loop(s) 

d. Use Tra~itlonal Trunk, Branch and Twig Plumbing with Demand Controlled CIrCulation 
Loop(s) 

~t~:~~; 
~j~~~tQP~i~;~J 

1. water Emclent Fixtures 
a. Install High EfflciencyToilets (Dual Flush or S 1.28 Gallons Per Flush (gpf» (CALGreen code if 
applicable) 

t In All Residences • 
Ii. In All Non-Resldentlal Areas 

'-b.·High Effickmcy'Urlnalsor Ne-WaterUifriiisAreSpeCifieii: .----- .. ,.--.-.- ---
bL~w"">.~=.~_::".,~,,_,~ J. Average Flush Rate Is SO.5 gpf (CALGreen code if applicable)•. 1 

'. ii, Average Flush Rate is SO. 1 gpf 
c. High EfficiencyShowerheads Use S2.0 Gallons Per Minute (gpm) at 80 psi (CALGreen code.if 
applicable)· . 
d. Flow Umiters Or F.low Control Valves Are Installed on All Faucets 

i. Residences: Kitchen - S 1.8 gpm (CALGreen code if applicable) 
it Non-Residential Areas: Kitchen • s 1.8 gpm. (CALGreen code applicable) 
ill. Residences: BathroomFaucets- S 1.5 gpm at SOpsi 
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> 
Onslle Renewable.Generatlon 
a. 60% of Common Area Load ..?o ! 2I 2 

':.:b. 90% of Common Area Load ::~_~.:~ ::',:ct.-.r 
'1~ :1c;'10% or More of Residential Units Load o . 2 i 2 

Total Available Points in'RerieWable Energy: 161, 0 ~li 
~; 

,: ,'. '" .1: Bi."ldlngperf~nnanceExceeds Title 24 . 
t~

~;j;t~OO$~!~1itI's project permitted under2005 Title .24 or2ooB Title 24? 
1>~ 

Enter the Petrient B8tt8r Thai1Tit/e 24 for Residential and Non-ResJdentialPOI1ions of the 
Project. '. ',. . , - , 

, 
:.,a. Requlred:Resl~n~s:Mlnlmum 15% Better Than TItle 24. 2 Points for Every 1% o 30+ jBetter Than TltJe24 '. ." . . 

·i"-~··· _:"'---"" , -", -- I I ~;1.: ",.;~~ . ~l'" ','.' ~. .... .:.. "- ,:, ... ,'"' ..:~'. .. ., .' .... 
b. Noil-Residentlal Spaces: '1 Poliltfor Every 1% Belter ThanTltte 24;adjustedfofsquare . Ho 1+·.'foot8~e' :.,' - . ", '.:", • -', '_< ' 

j;j1:<: 2~;BulldliJgEnYelopeDIa.gnOStfcEvihjatlDmC ".' . 
;~a: DUct'TeaUngRestiltS In Leakage.·<6%·;: o ~i 

-;j(*This credit is 8 requirement associated with PJ1: EPA lAP) 

© Build It Green Multifamily Checklist version 2.211.9 
;~! 

2. Offset a Percentllge of the ProJecfs estimated Elec:trIclty Demand with 

Total Available ,Points in Heating Ventilation and Air Conditioning: 131 

5. Garage Ventilation Fans Are Controlled by,Carbon MonoxIde Sensors 
(Passive Ventilation Not'Ellglble) 
"ThIs credit Is arequlrementasBociated with PJ1: EPA lAP 

6. Instal,l.Carbon lII!0noxlde Alanns (or No Combustion Appliances In Living Space 
and No Attached Garege) [*Thls,credit Isa requirement assOciated with PJ1: EPA lAP) 

4. Advanced.MechanlcalVenUiation for IAQ 
a.'Required: COmpliance with ASHRAE 62~2 Mechanical Ventilation Standard (As 

Adopted In T1tle:24 Part 6).' NIA for projects permitted under 2005 Tille 24: 

b.AdvancedVentiiation,Practlces (Continuous Operation, Sone Umlt, Minimum Efficiency; 
Minimum Ventilation Rate, HomeoWner InstTuctions) 

c. Outdoor Air Qucted' to Bedroom and Living Areas of Home 

d. EN'ERGY STAR Bathroom Fans on T1merorHumidlstaf(CALGreen code if applicable) 

'~!•• it ':.,:<..-.,; "" ••;-"'~- ~~' .~:=::.,.:':;.~~~ ~....~~:.~ .' ·,;..~r,~·l~.;.1:J..~·~i<~:::-::;~"::':'f,::;;!~:;g.:,;·r;-~,,: ..,t;:i{:~~~;l'~:,:.::··iJ!~:.q:~~!.e':/~'if~'!;::';-~::::':('';-:~:--;·~1;';I~~~;f~;~;~<'~"';~'":''' :,' 

.a.'Opei'ilble.;W1ni:lciWS.or, SkYlighlli Am PIllc8d,To IndUcie;CioSS Veritilation'lnAf18a&t'One, 
Room'ln~80%ofliiilts. " . ,"'" ',', c' . " . ' 

b. MeChanical Ventilailon System forCOolirig: . 
i. ENERGY STAR Ceiling Fans and light Kits in LIvIng Areas &'AII Bedrooms 

11~~if~!lf~l~~1 ii. Whole 1101i~Fan (CALGreen cOde,if applicable) 
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Multifamily Che-:"·I'~t verlslon 2!211.9 

Total Available Points In Building Performance: 43+1, 0 

i. In All Residences 
Ii. In All Non-Residential Areas 

b. Renewable Energy Program with Min. 30% Better Than Title 24 (HIgh Perfonnlng Home) 

fth~~~~~h.i~~~i~~~7~~#~~r . 
c. verifY q~a!ity of ,'n:sUlatiOir instSiiation &l'i'MrmaiBYPasS Checknst before DrywaU ~ . 
• ["ThIs CnKfltls a requirltll'ientsasocl8ti:ldWith PJ1: EPA lAP] . 

c. Use Low-VOC Coatlrigs That Meet SCAQMD Rule 1113 (CALGreen code if applicable) 

3. LowlNo-VOC Paints &,Coatlngs 
["ThIs credit is a requirement assoCIated with PJ1: EPA lAP] 
a. Low-VOClnterior Wall/Ceiling Paints «50 grams per liter (gpl) vecs regardless of 

sheen) (CALGreen code if. applicable) . 
I. In All Residences 
ii. In All Non-Residential Areas 

b. Zero-VeC: Interior WalVCelllng Paints (<5 gpl.regardles8 of sheen) 
i. In All Residences 
II. In All Non-Residential Areas 

5. ParticIpation In Utlilly Program wIth'ThlrdPilrty Plan Review 

a..Energy Efficiency piogram ["ThIs credit Is a requirement associated with PJ1: EPA lAP] 

4. Use Low VOC CaulkS, Construction Adhesives and Sealants that Meet 
SCAQMDRule.11.68(CALGreen cadi! if applicable). 

3.[)8slgliancl;B\.llldN~rzero'Ene,rgyHoines . 
) "(Enter-number ofpofnts;. mlnfmumof2anciinaxlmum of 6 points. 

5. Environmentally Preferable MaterJalsfor Interior FinIsh: 
A) FS~ertifiedVVoOd. B) Recl!llmedLumber. C) ~pJdly Renewable, D) Recycled­

.. Content,:E)FI~ger,.;lointed.:orFflocal . 
.a; Residences; At Least 50% of Eac/:J Material:· 

i. Cabinets 
. 'n:lnteriorTrim 

,',. ill. Shelving 
. iv. DoOrs 

v. Countertops 
. 'nn-Resldential Areas: At Least 50% of Each Material:

©: TtGreen 
'~ 

w~~~mD~~§~~: 

~\.~f.ffBOt},j112. Use Recycled ContenlPalnt 

'~!~~T~_o.:1tif;J 

. " . 1. Entryways 
hi~,~~1t&Ji),'iir.i~;1 'a. Design Entryways to Reduce Tracked-In Contaminants for All Home Entrances 

b. Permanent Walk-ot'f Systems Are Provided at All Main Building Entrances & In 
Common Areas . . 

r~~~ffi~Q\f{~~! 

:H~b:riBO:tii!Ji~' 

']f£!~$t!~~I". Title 24 Prepare«(andSlgnect bya,CABECC8rt1f1edEnergy Plans.Examlnei' (CEPE) 
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\7. Reduce Fonnaldehyde InlnteriofFh'llsh ·:Exceed Current CARB ATCM 

·-1. Cabinets' ~.~: . 
ii:.ln~i1or T.im ." 

.'iit Sh~iViiig . 
. Iv. Doors 

1~~'I1JiO~ ::v. Countert~ps . . 

6. Reduee-Fonnaldehyde .In Interior FInish ~Meet Current 
CARB.Alrbome ToxlcCon.,-olMeasure (ATCM)for ComposlteWood 
Fonnaldehyde Ii-lniltsbyM~ndatorY,COf1'!pliailcieDates (CALGreen code If applicable) 
["ThIS credit 18 a requirement assoclatedwlth,PJ1: EPA lAp] 

, . - .'.. :, .' ' .. ­ . .: . 
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forComposlleWood FormaldehYde Umlts Prlor'to MandatorY
 
Compliance Da~. . .
 
a. Residences: At Least 90% of EaCh Matenal: 

oi. Doors;~~W~·Q~~;Ek 
ii. 'Cablriets and Countertops =~:Q='.[', 
ill. Interior Trim and Shelvjng o 

b. Non~esldential Areas: At Least 90% of Each Material.
 
~~tQO~~K I. Doors
 ,0 

-~~_··'~_.I~-·_. 

~:},!fIr,):Baj~fl~;'; ii. Cabinets and Counteltops . _.9-.,_---. 
o'iil;M:~p.~n[~ iii. Interior Trim and Shelving 

b==~8. Durable Cabinets 
\t~iii(;;:r:a.P!~~i% .'. a. Residences . o

···if······N\'~~~;ntPfft!!Jl) b. Non--Reslderitial Areas. 
9. AtL~ailf25% of"All NeYtly Supplied Interior' Fumlture has' o 1

EmilrOnmentally.PreferableAttributes 

;:£ii~f:;;~if.i~;P.~lble~Rol~;~;?;~,:'i,!';.;~tJ.ilqPI;OQRINI 
1. Uie Envlronmentally:pref8r8bleFI~oi1n~(NII;;lmum16% of Floor Area)
 

A) FSe-certifi8d WOod, B) RecJaliJllld Of Refinished, C) RapkllyRehewable, D) Recycled­

Content: E)EXRosed~Concnite, or F) Local. Rooring Adhesives Must Meet SCAQMD
 
Rule 1168 fo': VOCs .
 

a. Residences o 
--,if-""" ' b: NOIl:'Residential'Areas
 

2, ~~lltIng'Floorli1g , .
 
,;, rThis~jt1~lfreC:t~I~~ntassocJatE!~wiJ/:!,PJ1: EPA~
 

'~.:: !I','ReSi,de~~fFOYt~rn,:iii!6g;~.lp~ring·- <50%~\Jlimtimr' .' .".

.,,,iF~O'iffll~{~:;0fR~0f 

..1 0 
"·'1 0 

..

"
 
,,'(S8ction;01350:CRrGreeilLabeIPlus,FloOrscoieL ", '. ", ,'. 
'2b.;~~ij~~~@~I1tI~!:A~~S:':l~~e:ri1Itti~g:r~I~nnti'i5§~}·,inmumr: ." 
.' ;,(5e(:tlon:O~350;lCRIGreen:Uibel~lus/FIoo~»'., ' 

:H~{I{I;E{I1>~'filit~13::Alfca~tand 6O%'Of'R""I,,,tifl~i1rig 1S,IOYi:emlttlng;; (CAL~reerilcode !f:applloable),'; .;' .
 
Total Available Points in Flooring::
 

.M~i~RlU,lfIiJifif~~_~~T~f~.~\~~~~~~f~t~fJ~~g~J~~~¥l\;~f~~~:S\~'~~j~4u~~f~~j~~~~~~;~~F;tI:%\~\~&~rtliRif'6~r{fll{ 

.. ,":.' 
::~j :. 

.§ .' 

'-'·'~·-'·"I, . "{'

h 

.It,v:

.tl 
!~, 
1:': 

f
,*' 

~;i 

..{. 

f: 

.z' 

'if. 

~~~ 
'.' 
"0 

if, 

t 

I 



'~";J.:,,,,;"·::"i·.'-·~1 .•-1. c· .... _,-,.,:-_,,~ .~":-.;,' ~:.!.'"';; 

~; 

:i~' 

:~ 

~~ 
': 

;K: 

.,­

f 

,~ 

1(,' 
~ 
t: 
t 
~ 

1;:[ 

-~', 
~, .,. 

I"·'·''," 

;. ­, , 

_.__ .1-•• 

.j 

>-1 ~ at "GI 
~ , ":'.. 
C' "",,~ 
w,~ 

,a. 
C 
:J 
E 

S 

2 
1 

R !
! 

-----1
; 2 _ 

,-..---I-'-~--_hi-'---: '------+,..,;~--I ' , , ,
' , 

rQ~J(f.1i'WJi~;!~b~II)!f:t:'l3_o!ot8tJ~~t1!{(':i\~~ 

o 

o 

o 
o 

o 

o 

o 

0' 

o 

o 

O.. 

N 

.0 

---}::-'I---- --+--------- -­ __ ~-i 

" "0/
:;!i, ~'.I" 
;,C .GJ 
:,;o-:c; 
',lJ:\.:i 

Total Available Points In Appliances & Lighting: 161 

1. Required: Incorporate Grile(lPolnt Rated Checklist In Blueprints 
Mhiscredltlsa...,qulreinent'Bsioclatedwlth PJ1:EPAIAP]" .• - . 

6. Gearless Elevators Are Installed 

4. Low~ercury Lamps 
. a. l~rCury Products Are Installed Wherever linear Fluorescent lamps Are Used or 

Replaced 

b. low-Mercury Products Are InstaDed Wherever Compact Fluorescent lamps Are Used 
or Replaced' ..... -

j~]$Pl~~ill2. CommonL8undry'FacllltlesAie Provided for All Occupants 

_ , 5. Install,Hlgh-Efflcacy Lighting and Design Lighting System 

ItfS!lt'J::QP,W;;itl a. Install Hlgh-'Efflcacy Lighting' . 
""''''--~'.: .., b. Install a lighting System tolESNA Footcandle Standards ,or Hire Lighting Consultant 

·!fii~y.~:rtlP.:Mif{18.lnstall Hom'itlBulldlng System Ml)nltOr(s) I' O· 

Iig\~ttlQ}f!~12.Pre"Constructlon'Klck,.(lffM8lttlng with Rater and Subs 

..~'iTt~Q;$\iR.);15. EducatloriatSlgnageof Project's Green ,:eatui'es I 0 

'·~ii1f~"~D1~tI3. ProVide Built-In RecycllngCenter.lri Each ReSidential Unit· 

·ri)it~~~!tE¢r~01H7.Use VandallsnrDeterrencePractlceB and Develop Vandalism Management Plan . I~, 0, 

. . " ,,'c1:ENE~qYit\T~:~~~ij~/":"Ci '-'>,' .:<":' ~'i"i}':i.:/,'<":">::'~i>,t 

. ~h'ji!{*,'tiaPi~~; a. IristanENERGYSTAR Dlshw8sher(MListMeetCunent SPecifications) 
b: install ENERGY STAR Clothes Washer 

i. Meets ENERGY STAR and CEE Tier 2 Requirements 
(Modified Energy Faetor~.O; Water Faetor$6.0) (Total 3 Points) 

ii MeetS ENERGY STAR arid CEE Tl8r,3 Requirements . 
(ModifledEn!ilrgy t=a,ctor ;i;2.2; Water Faetor S4.5) (Total 5 Points) 

c. Install ENERGY STAR Refrigerators in All LoCations 

~~!t1;;WPJ;,l\1j i. ENERGY STAR~Qualined & < 25 Cubic Feet Capacity 
lli;~gnll1l.;tfJ~;~ ii. ENERGY STAR-Quallfied & < 20 CUbic F,eet CaPacity 

3.0peratlonB;&Malntenance.M.nuall~ arid Training 
["ThIs credltis a.requirement associated with.PJ1; EPA lAP] 

.' ~~Wl'$i:!}~lt;;\ a.:provldeO&fIIIManualtoBulkllng MalntenanceSlaff (CALGreen code if applicable) I__~_~ __.. 
. .\}::ij'!t~taaj~l'1:!i! b. Provide·O&M Manual to Occupants and Orientation r 0 

.' i~i'l~r$ti:'li~i~ 4. Re~ld~irts:Are Offered Free or Discounted Transit Passes I· 0 . 
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Total Available Points In Other: 91, 0: . 
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, 0" 2. StonnwaterControl: Perfomiance,Path ~MiJtuaIIyEXc!us~;WIth P~1):, , , 

(~""'dPerfonna SollFler¢olation Test'and Capture and ,Treat 85% of Total'AnnualRunoff ' o I 3
 
':0. Foundatlon"Struetural~ram«l,and;Bulldlng Envelope,
 ~i 

""1. Use Radon, Resistant Co'nstructlon', . ' ':,0 2 , ,. ["i'itls Credit ,Is a requlreri1Eiiitassoclated with PJ1: EPAlAP] ,', 
- ~ .. 

~. Install IfFoundation Drainage System 
0 2 :: ["This credit Is a':reqillrerrient associated with PJ1: EPA lAP] " ! ~ -

}~ 

i·3. Moisture Controlled Crawlspace 
0 2 

,riO,'["For proj~Cts with 'crawlspil~lthls'credit Is a requirement assoclated with PJ1: EPA lAP] 
- .~~: , E. Exterior " -

1. Flashing Installatlon,Tech~lques,S~clfied and ,Third~Party Verified '-~~0["This credit isa requlremellt associated with PJ1: EPA lAP] ,: -
, H. Heating Ventllatlon,and Air Conditioning .~-

\"1. Design and Install HVACSystem to ACCA Manual J, D, and S Recommendations (CALGreen 
,code ifa'pplicable)rThls credit:ls a requirement associated with PJ1: EPA lAP] , 

:~, 

0 4 .i 
-

Ii2. Pre,ssure Relle~e the DuCtWork SYstem(Mutua"y'exclusl~e with H1) [~For projects with 
0ductedsYsteins; this crectlt Is 'a requlrement.assOciated\vith PJ1: EPA lAP] , t~ 

'j3:'lnstall High Efficiency HVAC'Fllter'(MERV 6+, Mutually,excluslve WIth H1 ,) ,lr0["TIils'eredltls a'requlrement associated with PJ1:EPA lAP] 
~t-J. Building Perfonnance - ~~l1. Obtain EPA Indoor airPlus Certification ?it

0 2'(Total 39 posSible points. notinciuding Title 24 PerfOrmance; tead comment) f1;,-
2: Third-Party Testing of Mechsnical Veirtllatlon, Rates for lAC (MeerASHRAE 62.2) ~,~.0 2["rhlscredltlsa requirement'associatedwithPJ1: EPA lAP] _~i I{

ffj~1@PJ1iti;113.ENERGY,STAR.Newl:lomes:High-Rlse Pilot Program 0 f- ---l 
i~:. K. Finishes 
.~;:-

!
i 

, 
'j1A,lseMolsture Resistant Material In,Wet Areas: Kitchens, Bathrooms, Utility,Rooms and 

Basements, ' " , i~+'0 
i .:~ 

,[":fhls~it Is,a requiremenl,associlited with PJ1: EPA lAp]
 
SMaRTCriterla,'($!f/ec!numbet: ofpoints, up t05 points)
 nt0, ~ 

f
5 

, 'N.,()ther ti./ 
1.lnn!",ation:,Lillq~IJ~Va~mea#J~:thatm~~reen,bujld~lJg'~bjectlves;Enter.lilthe ', ­ ,t1: 

',r "C' number of'pointSlneach):ategorylnthe·blue,cellsror'a m8XImul11'of:4:polr'its,for,the;" ' 
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4. CALGreen 4.406.1 Joints and,ope!1lngs, Annular spa~s 1iround pipes, electi1c cables, 
conduits, or other openings in plates at exterior walls shall be protected 

5. CALGreen4.503.1 Gas fireplace, shall be a direct-vent sealed-combustlon type. Woodstove 
or Pellet stove shall Comp~ with US EPA Phase II emiSsion limItS ' 

'O.,Home:meels all applicableCALGreen ri1easuresllsted In ab0v8 SecUOnsA. P oftha 
, GreenPolnt Rated checklist ' ',',,"', 

6. CALGreen 4.505.2 Vapo~ retarder and capillary break'is Installed at slab on grade 
foundations. ' 

The following measures ~m mandatOrY in theCALGreen code and do notea", points In the 
GreenPofnt Rated Checidlst but have been Included In the Checklist kir the convenience of 
jurlsdlcffons. 

The GreenPolnt Rater Is not a code enforcement official.: The measures In this seclion may be 
verified bytti6 GreenPolnt Reter at their own dlscretlonendior dlsctetJon of the building official. 

~1~ltm$'t~A~~12. CALGreen 4.106.3 De'signfor surface 'water drainage away from bUildings. 
. ... . 

3. CALGreen4.303.1..Asan 'altematlvetoperscriptlve,compllance, a 20% reduction In 
baseline waterilse shall be demonstrated through calculation 

i/~lii\':\;t$D:W,m:t11. CALGreen 4~106.2~tonn water man'agement during constnictlon. ' 

;~r~j~t' h~~:n.o~::Y~~~~~t,;~;~~~~~e;~~~~:i~mtJmreq;~':~~~nt~'!: 

:1'~~~~~~~7;CALGreen,4.505.319%moisturec6n1ent of building framing materials 
~,', 8. CALGreen702.1f71VACsystem:inatallers are trained ,and certified In the proper 

Instii!latlo!l ofHVA~'8ysten:is~ , 
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" '.:-rotar1?roject;'$epre:ofAl",i.e.8st50POints~ , :, , . ::''- Required measures: " ' , ' 
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-A2a: 50,"~' 'vaste diverSion 'by weight 
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-H4a:Compiiance:With ASHRAE;'62. iM~chariIC8IVen;iiatioi{Starid~fdn2008\'titie'i4 ;pf'ojects) 
-J1a: 15% above Title 24 - -
-N1 : Incorporate GreenPoint Rated Checklist inBluepriilts 

- Minimum points in specific categories: 
- -Comfnunity,(6points) 

-Energy (30 points) 
-lAO/Health (5 points) 
-Resources (6 points) 
-Water (3 points) 
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Green Building Standards 

Third Party Rating Systems 

GreenPoi~t Rated (GPR) 

Developed in the San Francisco Bay Area in 2003, Build It Green is a commonly . 
used standard for residential projects. GPR's categories and the required 
minimum points to reach certification include Indoor Air Quality and Heal~ (5 . 
pts), Energy (30 pts), Community (no minimum), Resources (6 pts) and Water (9 

. pts). Each project type has its own checklist of requirements. To achieve project 
certification, a minimum of 50 points must be achieved, including the required 
points in each category listed above. 

The process for certification begins when the property ownerldeveloper
 
contracts with a Certified GreenPoint Rater, an independent professional
 
certified through Build It Green. The Rater performs inspections and
 
verifications throughout the building process. The average cost of a Rater is
 
$700 to $1,500 for a single-family home and $3,750 to $6;000 for a 30~unitmulti­


family project.1
 

~') 

LEED 
.. 

Since 2001, LEED has been recognized as a standard for commercial, ,
 
nonresidential projects but has since developed standards and rating systems.ofo,r
 
other project types. Today, LEED has nine project categories available for ,"
 
certification.
 

In addition, LEED has multiple certification tiers and required points - Cer~ed
 

(40-49 pts), Silver (50-59 pts), Gold (60-79 pts), and Platinum (80-100), in order of
 
increasing stringency. In general, LEED focuses on the following cat~gories:
 

Sustainable Sites, Water Efficiency, Energy & Atmosphere, Materials &
 
Resources, Indoor Environmental Quality, arid Innovation & Design.
 

The certification cost for a LEED project is in the range of $2,000 to $27,500. ,The,.
 
actual cost ts based on the size of the project and the chosen review process.2 .
 

1 Build It Green web site, Rating Process and Fees: http://www.builditgreen.orgfrating-process-fees/.
 
2 U.S. Green Building Council, Green Building Certification Institute, web site: '.
 
http://UTWW.gbd.org/main-navjbuilding-certijication/certijication-guldejleed-jor-new-construction/sulimit-.
 
application/cert-fees.aspx. '
 



Other Third-Party Rating Systems 

In addition to GPR and LEED, some cities have provided flexibility in their green 
building ordinance for the use of equivalent third-party certification systems 
outside of these popular systems. Some examples include Green Glo~s U.S., 

.GBTool and CASBEE (Comprehensive Assessment System for' Building 
Environmental Efficiency). 

Title 24 

Title 24, known as the California Building Standard Code, is administered by the 
California Building Standards Commission and provides standards for all 
building and occupancy types. The parts in Title 24 with direct regulatory 
impact on green building ordinances are Part 6, the California Energy Code, and 
Part 11, the California Green BuildingStaiidard Code (drCalGreen). 

Part 6 '-: ealifornit!: Etlffrgy c;ode 
.• . . ..,<' •••'" "',' 

.. "'. ">',';... ·:r' _.\ ' .. 

. The Energy Code mandates energy efficiency standards in new residential and 
nonresidential constniction and is managed through the California Energy 
Commission. Updates 'to the code ocCliIevery three years. A city has the option 

. to adopt a local energy code. that exceeds the r~qUirementsof Part 6. Findings 
must be made that show the local energy q>de complies, at a minimum, with 
requirelTlents 9fthe.~~rgy ~ode aIldmu~t be approv~d by the QiIifornia 
Energy Commission before being effective. 

Part 11- California Green.Building Standard Code 

The 2010 CalGreen Code is part of the State's new building code, effective 
January. 1, 2011. The CalGreenCode has mandatory green building 
requirements for new construction as well as two sets of voluntary provisions 
referred to as Tier I and Tier II. Cities can adopt these. tiers, in part or in their 
entirety, as their referenced standards. Once effective, all new development 
must meet the mimdatory measures outlined in CalGreen. While CalGreen will 
not apply to renovations of existing buildings, a local jurisdiction can adopt these 
standards to apply to various residential and nonresidential projects. 

CaIGreen includes mandatory indoor"water conversation measures that will be 
effective midyear 2011. These standards mirror those outlined by BAWSCNs 
Template Indoor Water Use Efficiency Ordinance. Thus, by default, complying 
with CalGreen will implement BAWSCA'srecommended ordinance for new 
construction. 
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Comparison of CalGreen to Build It Green and LEED 

Cities hf,ive the option of adopting of CalGteen's voluntary tiers, Tier I or Tier II, . 
as an alternative to using GreenPoint Rated or LEEDas a mandatory green 
building standard. CalGreen's tiers are not point-based rating systems; instead, 
they consist of additional prerequisite requirements and electives that go above 
and beyond the minimum mandatory requirements in CalGreen for new . 
development. To understand how CalGreen1s green buildfugnieastires relate to 

.GieenPomt Rated. and LEED, Global Green USA assessed how the CalGreen's 
mandatory measures, Tier I and Tier IT, compare to LEED andGreenPoint Rated 
for new residential and nonresidential projects. Table 1 summarizes their 
findings:· . 

T~blel 

Comparison ofCalGreen. CQde Tier land Tier n 
to GreenPoint Rated and LEED 

.,". 

~]±;1l1~~1~1fit;~~~~~~f.m:tl112~r~~~~~~~~i~W~~~~;~li~}}R2Ea~1 

Nonresidential 
15 LEED P'oints 30 LE:ED P~futs 
Note Certified 

, 
Note 'Certified 

Residential 
,30 GPR Pomts 
No GPR Lal>el 

70 G~R Points 
GPRJ,.abel 

'. , 

., 
40 LEED PojrIts 

' ' 

Certified 

100 GPR Points 
GPRLabel 

..".,',~ 
'.. - ';J 

The comparison chart shows, that to achieve the ap.proximate equivalent of LEED 
certification a city would need to adopt'Tier II for nonresidential projects. To 
achieve the equivaience of. a GPRlevel, a city would need to adopt Tier I for 
residentialprojects. While this'is a limited comparison, It does show thauhe 
third-party rating systems are more stringent than the mandatory elements of . 
~Green. ' 
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Costs and Benefits of Green Building :'-D'0 
... its 

The recently released study Greening Our Building World: Costs Benefits, and i 
Strategies, by the nationally recognized environmental finance expert Greg Kats, 
provides an analysis of data from 170 LEED Certified, Silver, Gold, and Platinum 
certified buildings.1 LEED is the most commonly used green building rating 
system nationally and is one of the rating systems cited in the GBC Phase II 
Recommendations; 

The results from the Kats analysis showed that more than three quarters of the 
170 projects in the data set added from Q-4 percent additional cost, or about $3-$9 
per square foot. Sixty-nine buildings reported a 0-1 percentincrease in cost 
associated with green building measures. Kats explainS that the findings from 
the survey are similar to other studies using different approaches, most notable 
the Costs a/Green Building Revisited (2007) by DaVis Langdon Associates. Kats 
suggests that the design team'sexperience, choice of green building measures, 
and early integration of green design are critical to keeping costs down. Kcitsalso 
notes that the "green premium tends to be higher in buildings that incorporate 
more green elements, [but] this is not universally true. II 

The average energy-use reduction for buildings in the Kats study was 35 percent, 
with a corresponding reduction in Greenhouse gases. Water savings of 20% are 
also typical pf LEED certified buildings, as are construction waste reductions of 
50% or greater. Additionally, research suggests that green building measures to 
improve indoor environmental quality improve the conditions that contribute to 
asthma, colds, flu, allergies, sick-building syndrome and mental health problems. 
But, Kats notes that the magnitude of impacts has not yet been ascertained. 

Using cost information and averages froII;\ the Kats study, below is asummary 
on incremental costs of implementing green measures for a commercial and 
residential project. These calculations are basic and are not as accurate as those 
that will be introduced to Council in the Cost-Effectiveness Study. However, 
they are introduced here to provide context. 

Using a 0-2 percent increase in cost, a large commercial building (100,000 sq.ft. 
with $20 Million construction valuation) achieving LEED Certified levels would 
experience an increased costdue to green measures of $0 - $400,000 (0-4%). 
Using industry standards for utility costs of $1.50 - $2.25/sq.ft./year, a 15% energy 

1Greg !Cats. Our Built World: Costs, Benefits, and Strategies. (Washington D.C.: Island Press, 2010), 3. ",.­ : '.1 ... ,' 
. ,~ 



savings would result in annual savings of $22,500 to $33,750 or an 11-17 year 
payback. At a 35% energy savings, it iricrease's to an annual savings of $52,500 ~ 
$78,750 with, a payback of 5-7 years. 

.Fo~ ~ larg~ single-family home (2,500 sq.ft. with$5.00,QOO construction valuation) 
achieving :aiEED Horiles Certified l~v~i, tl1eincreJllentalc~~tofiIIlpiementirig 

'green buijding m~asureswouldbe$Q;.$10,OOd (0::0.2%). 'Usillg utility costs of 
$;75-$1.25/sq:ft./year, afi5ro energy savmgs woUld r~s:u!t inaimual savings of 
$281-$468 withapa§back of21-35 years. ,At a 35% energy reduction, the savings 

, . increases to $656-$1,093 per year or a payback of 9-15 years. ' 

;.',. 

...,: 



Comparison of Other Bay Area Cities· Green BUilding Ordinances 

City 

Mllpltas2 

Type of 
Construction 

New 

Type of 
Blillding 

Residential 

Mixed Use 

NonResidential 

Green Building Thresholds and ' 
Stand~rds ' 

< 5 units .. Gr~nPQiniF,tated' or LeEO 
.checklist 

:: 5 units, - 50 GreenPoint Rated pts 
, Combination of LEED and GreenPoint 

Rated that are a Iicable 
500'· 25,000 SF -LEEDchecklist 
25,000 • 49;999 SF- LEED Certified 
i ~OOOO SF - LEED Silver 

Requir. Third­
Party 

Certification
' .. \\.·~,-",\,bh.~:'''··:.~''·· 

No 

No 

No 

Renovations 

Residential 
Mixed uSe 

NonResidential (' 

NA 
NA 

'No.,' 

, ,) 



,.-.'.. 

, 'Mixed Use ' " . 

Residential No 

No 

Require'Third;' 
Party 

, ~'~!fi~J!~J.1, , 

I the standards that are a licable 

Green Building Thresholds and 
Standards . 

, SFR: > 1250 SF ... 70 GreenPoint Rated pts 
+1ptper additional 70 so over 2,550 SF 

; '(150,maxpts) 
Multi-Fam: 3+ Units - 70 GreenPoint 

.. Rated t8i"" 

. ; 
',; . 

Type of 
Building 

New 

Type of 
Construction

City , 

'NonResidential 
500 ·5,000 SF - LEED Prerequisites + 5 

pts requifedfur;~very 500 SF 
~, 5000 ,Sf -,LJ;:E[) Silver 

No 

. /­

,:.. 

,SFR:250 ;'1i~o'SF"and> $100.000 
valuatio~ ~;Greellp'oint Rat;d checklist; 

>1250 SF - 50 GreenPoint Rated pts 
, .... , Multi:.Fam:,250 ;. 1250 SF"aild >$100;000 ' . 

',... 'R~id:n~ .. ~i~I:.'iifi~! ·.. ·:.NO, 

::'s'stims"(HVAe;:Buildin' :eriveloe';~hot\ .,' 

..,~;~#ti;ii~~~9'~~~1:~RI~[~~~~~i1~t;~~~~~~§;,',. '" 

: .... , '; 
'". " 



City 

Sunnyvale6 

'Type of 
Construction 

New 

Renovations 

Type of 
Building 

. Mixed'Use 

NonResidential 

Residential' 

" 'Mixed Use' , 
",,-:."'" ,-. 

NonResidential 

Green Building Thresholds and 
Standards 

SFR:< 1S00$F;;;,GreenPoint Rated 
Checkiist; '> 15OQ,SF: •*0 ,GreenPoint 

, )~tecfpts, ",', \ ' 
Muiti-Fam: ~Unlts:~ 70 GreenPoint 

:, ' 'Rated b;" 
" ",,':'~::,NA,': 

500 :,~,OOO'SF ~ LEEDchecklist 
5,001- 50,000 SF - LEED ,checklist at 

Certified level 
> 50,POO SF : LEEDchecKlist at Silver 

Certified 'level 
SFR:,~ $1 oo~ooo valuation - GreenPoint 
--, , Ratedcl;~cklist 

, Multi-Fam: >$250,000 valuation­
GreeriPoint'Rated' checklist 

10,000 ~ 50,000 SF, - tEED Checklist 
> 50~OOO SF - LEED ,checklist at Certified, 

Require Third­
Party 

Certification 

,\ 

No (Yes,ifgranted 
" incentives) 

NA" 

No (Yes, if granted 
incentives) 

No 

NA 

No 
, level" 

'»"""", 

'. :. "; 

. ~t . 



Typ~:of 
City ", C',; ,',' onstruction 

'Typeof 
Bulidii1g 

>, Green Building Thresholds and, 
Standards 

Require Third­
P~rty, ' 

Ceryif!~~!~!'" ' 

~') : 

No 

. "."'. 

No 

No 

No, 

No 

No 

No 

,'No 

Y~s, projects over 
50,000 SF must 

be certified' , 

< 20,000 SF- LEED Certified 
20,000 - 50,000 SF - LEED Silver 

.> 50 000 SF - LEED Silver 

NA 
>500 SF -1 t 

None 

NA 
NA, 

50 ptS fr9m,m~sufesh12007 CaIGteen 
',Code 

adding 50% more SF to home/unit -,30 
pts from measiJres in 2007 CalGreen 

Code 
NA 

'SFR:1 ~'uriitS'- 11 0 pts; 7';12 units -100 
pts; 13+ units - 90 pts 

Multi-Fam: All rooects ­ 80 

Mixed~Use 

Mixed-Use 

Mixed,.Use 

Residential 

Residential 

Residential , 

,Residential 

NonResidential 

NonResidential 

New 

Renovations ' 
1--""':""::'---::-:-:-.....,...-+----"-----.::~=------..;.....-+----=-:-----1 

New 

Rohnert 
Park10 

Novato" 

".; 

Renovations 
NonResidential 

< 20,000 SF ­ must get 35% of possible 
LEED pts 

20,000 - 50,000 SF - must get 45% of , 
possible lEED pts 

,> 50,000 SF - must get 550/0 of possible 
LEED ts 

No 

For more irlformCltion: 
1. htlp:lIwww.losaltosca.govlcommittees-commissionslenvironmentalJhomeipages/greenbuilding.html 
2. http://www.ci.milpitas.ca.gov/governmentlbundinglgreen.asp 
3. htlp:/Iwww.morgan-hill.ca.govlindex.aspx?NID=833 
4. http://www.cityofpaloallo.orgtdeptslplnlgreen_buildingldefault.asp 
5. http://www.sailjoseca.gov/planninglgreen_buildingldefaultasp 
6. http://www.sunnyvale.ca.govlDepartmentslCommunityOevelopmentINonResidentiaIlnformationiGreenBuilding.aspx 

.::: 



7. hltp:J/wwW.CltYofsa.r:trafael.orgIGovemmentlCommunity-DevelopmentJPlannlngiGreen_BuDdlng.htm 

Type of Type of Green Building Thresholds and 
Require Third- , 

City 
Construction Building Standards 

Party 

I 
Certification 

. , .. ' 

B.http:(JWww;c:/tYOfnov~to;Qrgll~ex.aspX?pag8=517 . " . 
9; http://WWw;Ci.p1easariton.ca.uslbusin~p1ai.llllngf 
1O. http://wwW.c1.rohnert~p8rk.ca;uslindex.aspX?Page=9B . 
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2
 Point Rater) , ,' •• ' " ' 

Gr~en Mou~~inView, Mountain View Coalition for 
3 Bruce England 

Su~iaJnable'PI~mnfng (Dh'ector) and ESTFmember 
. . ". - -' , ... 

Chamber of Cortlmerce{Govemment Affairs'4 JiJiiannaVVittma'n Coordinator) , '" ,',. ,
.~, ~', 

' .. \ ,':, 

,Googl~ ,(Re~1 Es~t~ Cind C~nstrUCt1()n Manager)
 
6 AnthqriyRavitz
 G06gle (ReaIEstSt~ and Workplace Speciafist}"
 

7 Aile.enLa Bouff
 Aileen La Bouff Real Estate (Agent)
 
Microsoft (Senior Silicon Valley CarripusFacility,
 

8 Pete B~rgeron Manager)' , " , 

H~rtell, 8er)l9~eling ($el1eral Manager) 
p'rome.\heU,$,(S~mk)'r·'tje.Yelqp"ni~nt Manager)' 

"9 .Ci_ro~~i~l1imona, 

" 

~l1n()y~~ol1zi(Dir~ql()r of ~overlimehtand Community '11 'Ensa' Peters' 
'.~ .:.'{~' : . ~ _Prodr~ms) and ES:r'F' iTfernb~r' '"
 

,.,
 Bostorl Prbpe~tties. (Vice Presideht of Construction, San 
12 P~~er Back Fr~ndiscoRegidn)" ';" " ',,<,.-, " , ' 

~ ' .. ; - '. '. 

'$ttJdiosArctlitectufe: (PrincipalArchitect) 
Hawi~y, Peterson- and·Snyder (SeniorAssociate 

14 Sharon Refvem 
. Arc~itect. SU$tainability Resource G~up) 

, [jevqo~,C6nstrUCtion; Inc. (Senior Project Architect) 
W . Jeffrey H~id"Architecture'(Owner/Landscape


16 W. defft~y Heid 'Architect) , ,',' ' " ,
 
_. ..' . . 

Moljhtain' View R~sident ' " 
,Milroy Construction 

Milroy Construction (Owner/ProjectManager) 19 s~r:n Milroy , 



Technical Ad.vis~ry Group Meeting Summaries 

Meeting I-February 16. 2010 

The first meeting covered building concepts, strategies~ terrpinology, rating 
systems and programs. Global Green USA described the Template Indoor Water 
Use EfficiencY Ordinance, Phase II Recommendations arid the degree to which 
existing City codes an~ ordinances alrea4y achieve rne~Sures within the LEED 
and GPR rating systems. The meeting ended with a disCussion among m~bers 

about their experiences "'1th green building, the level of current green building 
practices and any unique e~ono~c orde~elopmentChallenges to. the business 
community in Mountain View.. 

Meeting 2""':March II. 2010 

lpe second me~tingfocused on the potential structure.of a green building 
ordinance. Global Green U$A"providedan assessment of how CalGreen TierI ' 
and Tier IT compare to both GPg. aI)d LEED. The TAG waS presented with five 
potentialoptions for.stni~g·a green building btdiriili~e, including: (1) the 
adoption of a local energy standard; (2) CalGreen Ti~ 1;(3) Phase II 
Recommendations; (4) a modified version of the Phase IT Recommendations; and . .,. '.' .,. 

(5) incentives for high-performirigLEED or GPgprqjects.. 

The group suggested ~at a modified version of the Phase IT Recommendations 
with incentivesfoi higher-performing bulldnlgsInight be appropriate foithe 
City and also regionally consistent. The modifiCation was an increase mthe GPR 
point requirement for multiple-family residential proje.cts. The group suggested 
'that additional measures coUld be obtained without any Significant cost. 

TAG members and staff also recognize that developers would prefer.established 
rating systems because they are marketable, many developers already have staff 
trained in these systems, they have dear documentation requirements and the 
environmental commitment_that these standards represent can be easily 
communicated. Conversely, CalGreen Tier I or Tier II is not established and" 
therefore, does not have a track record of success or a clear enforcement path for 
local jurisdictions.. 



Meeting 3-May 10, 2010 

The third meeting included discussions on the renovation portions of the 
. ordinance, specifically additions and tenant improvements. Global Green USA 
described the discussion points for additions and tenant improvements, . 
including thresholds for participation (square footage, cost and number of 
elements/systems), plan review, field verification and the avtrllable standards. 
Global Green USA then summarized different green building standards for 
renovations. The group d~cussed and provided feedback on applying relevant. 
CalGreen mandatory- measures to renovatio~and tenant imp~ovements. 

j 
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E"\.=. ""\Staff erileria Details	 .... :. :ly 

~ 
The following criterion was developed by staff to help guide the framework of 
the ordinance: 

1.	 An easy and efficient program for staff to.implement. 

a.	 Streamlinedwith no additional staffing needs placed on the existing
 
development review process.
 

b.	 Does ~ot require Building Division staff to certify projects. 

2.	 An ordinance that is understandable to developers and the public. 

a. Green building concepts and requirements are easy to understand.
 

.b. "Maintain regional consistency.
 

3.	 A reduction in greenhouse gas emissions. 

a.	 Green Building Ordinance can be included in·the City's Greenhouse
 
Gas Reduction Program.
 

4.	 The cost of green building can reasonably achieve the desired 
environmental benefits. 

a. Keeping building fees low.
 

b; Incentives must match the desired results.
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Recommended Green~und~ng; Req~ir~meots fQr'the CityofMoun.tain View 

Optional 'Green BUliding:Standard.. ~ '. . . 

Meet the intent of 25 GreenPoint Rated 
,~Points 

Meet the intent of LEED fof Homes and 
:' MandatoryCalGreen Requiremen~ 

A threshold and standafd'equivalentto 
.l'!1eetinglhe interltofLEEDSllverand 
. MandatorvCalGreen Reauirements 

A threshold and standard equivalent to . 
meeting the intent of LEED Certified and . 

.Mandato..vCalGreen Reauirements 

. Meet the intent of 50 GreenPoint Rated 
points and Mandatory CalGreen 

, Reauirements' 

Residential and NonResidential criteria as applicable to each component of the. 
project. 

Mandatory:CalGreenRequirements' 

Meet the intent ofU;:EDSilverand 
Mandatory CalGree" Requii'ements 

'.­ , 

Meet tlie intent oREED Certified and 
Mandatory'CaIGnilen-'Requirtmlents, . 

. ~andatory CalGreen Requirements 

Residentlal'prescribedlist of CalGreen 
. -reauirements" . 

15% above Title 
24 

15% above Title 
24 

15% above Title 
. 24 

Req.U!re~@~II' RequintdG.reen BUU~h'l~:S"ndill;d ' 
,',~~~~r:~,~?;~::" .',:~' ."'" .. 

.15% above Title IMeet.t~e:intent of 70 G"i"f!enPOirit Rated 
24 poInts and Mandato.iyCalGreen 

, Reauirements" ' 

15% above Title 
24 

~ I 15% above Title 
24 

< I 15% above Title 
.24 

Applicable Project 

Tenant ImDrovementsand Alterations 

New Residential < 5 homes/units 

New NonResidential BUildings 
25,000 square feet 

New Residential < 5 units .a.rn;!. New 
NonResidental Use < 25,000 square 
feet ' 

New Construction 

New Residential ~5 homes/units . 

New Residential~5 units and New 
NonResidential Use ~5.000 square ' 
feet 

New NonResidential Buildings 
5.000 sauare feet 

New NonResidential Buildings 
5.000 - 25,000 square feet 

'"New Construction 

Alterations with a $1 Million 1'15% above Title I NonResJdent.i~IPre~cribe~'IiSFOf 
construction valuation and 15,000 . 24 CalGreen'reqUlrements 
sauare feet or areater . , 
* The installation of a solar photovoltaic (PV) energy syStem (min. 3KW}hiay bEiusedtolileetth~local energy code. To calCUlate the PV, 
energy equivalency use the CECPV CalCulator (mastrecent) provided by the California Energy Commission. 
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Framework and Criteria 

Staff is recommending an ordinance framework and criteria option that best 
integrates the criteria listed above, the suggestions made by TAG and the 
Phase II recommendations. 

There are a few elements that should be discussed prior to the tech:rt.jcal 
discussion.. First, staff is recommending that the ordinance include a}(xal energy 
code thlitrequires,developments subject to the ordinance to exceed Title 24 
energy requirerrt~nts by 15 percent. This requirement Is already incoiporated 
into LEED and 9PR rating systems, but is not included in 41Gr~n'~.Jn~datory 
measures; ThisrequiremeIit has been "called out" f()r each'project-tYp,e t9 
provid~ greater clarification and is recommended because it has reateConomic 
benefits to bpththe City and developer. 

v. 

second, for renovations, it' became evident that staff needed to focus on a llinited 
number of green building D1easures in order to create an effective ordinanc~.. 
Instead ofincot:pprating requirements that relate to every green buildiDg 
.component, stafffOcused on water, energy and indoor environmentalquality. 
Energy .c-onsumption.'and water conservatiorrare quantlfiable improVeIneht:s~ili.at 

can be calculafed with real economic benefits tp both tile City arid the. developer. :......•.•..... '...). 
Also, the irtdoor'envit0IU1lental quality req1irrementsprovide a healthier user 
environlnentwhiIeadding1imited additio~costs. . 

LCistly, staff has made a cQnscious decision to 1/call out" CalGreenrequirements' 
as notall third,.;party rating systems incorporate state-mandated green measures. 
By clarifying this early in the process, staff will deter applicant confusion. ' 

. . . ,"',-. 

.'., -) 



Residential Requirements:
 

Staff Recommendation and Analysis:
 

Required Local. Required Green Building Option~i Greftn. Building
APplicable Project. 

Energy.Code* Standard Standard 
• : k _,,"~.' ,~_.:~~.:·i ...:~.:7·,:'.~· ..'.. ,' . ...' ...i.,.:, .... ." .. ::.....k ,'..' . ':",.' ~.' ••. ·.··0.:' ..: -. .. ~'.~ '. "'.., 

ilr?~:.?~fl~Ig~~~t~:.~~~:~~I!~~~~~JWlJ~..~~!::Eii~~~~~f.ti~i1iTI:~~~t.~~~~ 
, . ..~New'Cor'istrLiet on'
 

Meel the' i1,tent'of50
 
New Residential < 5
 15% above Title Mandatory CalGreen GreenPointR8t~d: points and . . 
homes/units 

' . 

24 Mandatory Cl:iIGreen. 
Reauii'emehts. . 

R~uiremEmts 

.. -,

Meet the intent of 70 . 
MeeUhe InterifoflEED tOr

NewResidential ~5 
homes/units 

': 

15% above Title 
24 

GreeriPoint Rated points arid 
. 'Mandator.yCaIGreen 

Reauirements , 

Homes. arid· Mandatory, 

Ci,\IGr~n ~~uirements 

Additions (conditioned, space ,only) ". 

AdditiOns ~500 square 15% above Title Residential prescribed list of Meet the i"tentof 25 
· feet 24 .. CalGreen reQuirements Gre8hPoini,R~ted >Points 

. , 

New Residential < 5 Homes/Units: 

· The Phas~ IIrecommeJ:\c.la1;iqns suggeStGPR (50 points) fpr single-fanilly.homes 
and m1iltiple-faInily homes less than or eqUal to 9 umtS. Uponreview of the 
analysis conducted by Global Green USA, City staff arid the consultant 
detei'mined that requiring 15 percent above Title24 (a requirement ofGPR) in 

· aciditioll to the talGr~n~datoryrn:ea$ures would be equivalent to 
.approxUnately 45 CPR points.. ThiS is' conslste~t with the Phase II 
.recommendationS. Staff proposes to lower the threshold for new residential 
horriesto5units~WlUclt ciligns,with the threshold for which a subdivision needs 
to be reviewed by the CitY-Council. .' . '. . . ' . 

, . . 
. . . . 

Staff recommends requiring theCalGreen mandatory measures in addition to a 
required local energy code for small projects in order to lower costs. No qualified 
green building profeSSional willbe required. All compliance review'and 
verification will be completed by staff in-house. 

New Residential ~ HomesjUnits: 

During Meeting 3, the TAG suggested a higher point requirement for multiple­
family projects than the 50 GPR points in,cluded in the Phase II 
recommendations. 



Staff recommends increasing the point level to 70 points, which is consistent with 
other cities' ordiriances. For cOrnparison purposes, the Minton's project and the' 
Mayfield project both proposed 110 GPRpoints. . . 

'; :'.-'\.' \ 
:. ,J 

Residential Additions: 

Some.green building ordinances include categories for renova,tiol)S, additions 
and remodels as the Phase Ii recommendationS suggest. For thIs discussion, 

. renovatiqns are defined as modifications to the interior and exterior of a 
building, additions are defined as adding new square footag~ to ~ existing 
building and remodels are defined as making interior improvementsl,only. 

Staff recommends not requiring green building standards fbr remodels because it 
will increase the costs to homeowners for small projects without a·significant 
enVironmental benefit. For instance, the hiring of a qualified green building 
professionalfor a kitchen remodel does not seem appropriate. 

For residential projects, staffrecommends capturing additions as it involves new 
conStrUction. Third-party rating systems are unnecessary for re~idential 
additions because they apd costs that often outweigh the cost of proposed 
impI.'()vements.· Instead,'stci.ff recommends the use of a Short, prescriptive list of 
requirements. The items em the list are considered cornmonelements of 
residential additions. 

Table 2 
Prescribed CalGreen Man4atory Code Requirements 

for Residential Projects 

Must demonstrate a 20% reduction in itidoor· 
,Indoor Water Use 

water use.. 

All niateri~ls used onsite withVOCs must 
compiy with the limits set in CalGreen. This 
includes caulks, sealants, adhesives, paints, 
stains, aerosols and coatings compiiant with 

Materials 
MIR limits for ROC,and otller coDi ounds. 

Aerosols and coatings must comply with MIR 
. limits for ROC and other toxic compounds as' 
outlinedin CalGreen, 
Must provide documentation that VOC limits . 

Documentation 
and finish materials com I with the standards 



Additionally, staff recommends the 500 square foot threshold because it is a 
significantaddition to the structure and aligns with other btiildingimpact fees~ 

Mixed-Use Requirements: 

. Staff Recommendation and Analysis: 

'" .. , 

'. " 
Required Local Required Green BUilding Optional Green Building . Applicable Project 

. Staridard . Standard .E~,e~gy'.~o~e* . ","
":­ \r'" • 

[~~~1~~:~~~:1~~~~~~t~~;~~~~l!£$a~~~~~:?l~~1J~~ilii~~i~fi~~!~~~~~~7t~~f~tJ~~~~ .. 
~ej(~~ri~~uCtlon";' . , .' 

NeW:R~id~nti.al < 5 
15% above Titleunits and N.ew 

24~onR~SiQelital Use < 
Residential and NonResidential criteria as applicable to each 25 000 sQuare feet 

component of the project. New' Residential~ 

15% aboveTitie unl~a~dNew 
NonResidential Use ~. 24 
25;660sbl:.tare feet 

, ,~, 

. In greenbuilding ordinances, applying,gr~nbuilding standards to the 
respective portions of a mixed-use projE7C6s typical. This means antixed.,use 
project with 5reSfdentia! units and 25,000 Squai"e feet of coinmeici~areawill 
apply CPR and LEED stBiidards to the respective areas. Includinglangnage.that 
states flUs ~ common practice in iocal green building ordinances. 'stili '. 
recoriunends applying a.similar approach. This,appro~challows flexibility in 
implementing an appropriate &tandard for a mixed-use project. . 
. I . 

. The fl1.re~holdsused for ,mixed,.use projects are the same as those in the 
residential and nonresidential new construc;tiori sec:tions. They have been 

. combined to create on~ threshold. for projectsthat fall either below or above 
5residentiai units and 25,000 square feet of cOJ:nmercial space. Staff does not 
recommend including a renovation subcategory to the mixed-use section because 
mixed-use projects in Mountain View are often built to full site capacity and, 
thus, can not realistically add additional units. or square footage. 

..........
 



Nonresidential Requirements:
 

Staff Recommendation and Analysis:,
 

i 
Required Green Building' Optional Green BuildingRequired Local

Applicable Project 
Energy Code·. .Stan~ard Stand~~. 

G:I0~~E!~~~I.~1~~~fi!i..~L[[;~:tG~1:ilSl~~~~~~;@~4~~~~!tYJ]~~~~~~~:~~~~~I~~~~~f~~f~ 
....

NeWConsti'Uctlon·
 
New Nonresidential
 

15% above Title Mandatory CalGreen 
B~i1dings<5;000square -Requirements24
feet '.' 

A threshold:,and .standard
 
NeWNonResidential
 Meet the intent of LEED .equivalenfto' rii~tingU1eiiitelit

15% above Title 
of LEED'CertmedahdBuildings between 5,000 Certified 'and Mari~atory 

. ',:'",: .. -. ­24
- 25,000 square feet CalGreen Requirements . Mandatory ~E1!G.reen 

:. Reauirements 
.. 

A .th~Sh~ld .ar:a~ standardMeet the intent of LEED Silver New NonResidential 
equivalent to meetingthErintent15% above Title 

.' :-',,". . . ",,-. ,:' ,",' -'.BUildings ~5,000 and Mandatory Ci3IGreei1
24 of LEI;D Silverahd Mandatory 

square feet !' ReqUirements 
CalGreen ReqUirements . 

Tehantlinproveinentsand Alterations
 
Alterations with a $1
 
MiiUtlrf construCtion
 15% above Title NonResidential pr~9ribedlist -. valuation and 15,000 ofCialGreen requirements
 
sQUare feet or areater
 

24 

NeW Nonresidential Buildings < 5,000 Square Feet: 

Staff recommends that nonresidential new construction projects below
 
·5,000 square feet meet the local energy code and the CalGreen mandatory
 
measures b¢causeenergy efficiencies above Title 24 are easier to achieve in new
 
construction and can be implemented by smaller projects.
 

New Nonresidential Buildings 5,000 to 25,000. Square Feet and New 
. Nonresidential Buildings> .25,000 Square Feet: 

Staff supports the Technical Advisory Group's. suggestion that the nonresidential
 
Phase II recommendations are appropriate for Mountain View because they are
 
consistent with other cities' requirements and reflect ~e certification levels that
 
recent projec~ have proposed. Projects in the 5,000 square foot to 25,000 square
 
foot range would be required to meet the intent of LEED Certified while projects
 
greater than 25,000 square feet would be required to meet the intent of LEED
 
Silver. For comparison purposes, the Verisign project proposed a 192,419 square
 
foot, 4-story office building to be LEED Silver.
 

,:..... ::... 



Tenant Improvements and'Alterations: 

Staff does not recommend following the Phase II recommendations for tenant 
improvements and alterations. The use of LEED as a standard will expand the 
scope ahd costs for smaller projects. ' ' 

, After an analysis of tenant improvements within the City over the last-five years, 
, ,staff determined that alterations With a $1 million construction valuation and . 

blIilding area oflS,OOD square feet or greater is an appropriate thresh6ldfor the 
ordinance. This thi:eshold represents roughly lOpercentof the projects. By 
u.smgthis threshold, staff1s go~ is to regulate the largest improvement projects 
that would be altering enough building and energy systems (Le.; HVAC, :water, 
electrical, building env~Ibpe) to warranfadditicmal 'energy and green building 

.requirements. Thus, staff recomineilds that these projects comply with the 
following prescribed list of green building requirements focusing on indoor 
environrnE;!ntal quality~ 'energy and water reductions: 

" ' 

Table 3
 
Prescribed'CalGreen Mandatory' Code Requirements
 

for Nonresidential ptojeds
 

Potable Water Use 

Materials 

All niatelieUs used onsitewith vbcs mUst' 
~ompiY~itll the linrits setin CalGreen~ This 
includes caulks, sealants, adhesives,paints, 
~taiQs;aeros~ls: and 'cO~tingS Compliant with·, 
MIR limits for'ROC and other compounds. 
All carpets. cushionS and adhesives' must 
c~lIlPly with,the'sQrndaids set in CaiGreen. 
All paints must m~et the MIR limits for ROC 
outlin~ in the C~IGreen. 

Verification and,Review 

Staff Analysis: 
. In general, the local jurisqiCtions that use third-party rating syStems' do, not . 

require formai certification, This is because forrrial'certification adds costs and 
rev:~ew times to developers fot-preparing and processing the certification' 
submittals. Also, many third-party rating systems" including LEED and GPR, 
hav~ measures or credits that assess performance during and after construction. 



The challenges posed by enforcing the green building requirements after a 
project has been perrrlitted are another reason many local jurisdictions do not
 
require formal third-party .certification. .
 

Staff recommends not requiring projects to obtainJormal certification from LEED 
or GPR. Instead, staff recommends requiring a qualified green building 
professional to submit doc~ent:ati~ndemonstrating that the proje<;t is designed 
and constructed to meet the requirements of the applicable green building rating 
system. 

There are many ways to ensure compliance with a Green Building Ordinance. A 
city can require external verification using a third-pa.rty rater or a quetli£ied green 
bUilding pi'ofessionatorintemalverification using staff knowledge and . ­
expertise. 

Requiring formal certification from a third-pi\ll1y rater poses a potential
 
enforcement iSsue if a recently constructed buildmg does not perform to the
 
standard and, therefore, does not obtain the third-party certification required as
 

. part of the:,approval. It would be difficult·to.~kthe app1ican.t to delay 
occupancy and spend additional time and ];ru:m~y correcting portions of the 
project until certification is achieved. Cities that do require certification can get . 
aroup4~hisissueby req¢rinlfthepa:ym¢tit()faie¥bti!sa1?I~,fee'at the ' 
begi.rhili\g(>f the project. Citi~ can'reiIriJ;:)\irse the fee after forIna1 certification is 
achieved 'C)r collected by the city if certificatiOI),is never achieved. Certification 
alSo addsadmimstrative costs to the applicantas well as the possibility that the 
project will beheld llP due to the third-party rater. 

Instead, staffl~ recoII1IIlendation for verification ~d review is intended to"meet 
the i:htentti Withoutreqllirkg fortnar~eI1ification. Cities 'pursuing this approach 

. can choose to verify compliance externany or ip.l~y. The external 
verification prpcess reqUir~ a qualified green building professional to provide 
documeri~fionto the city derrlonstrating that the project achieves compliance. In 
this ease,·the burden of proof lieS on the ()utside green building professional. For· 
Mouritain View, staff's recomrriendeci approach would require City staff to 
confirm compliance by reviewirig sUbmittaldocumentation. This process would 
have little impact on the City's development review proces~ but would increase 
costs to the applicant for hiring a qualified green building:professiorud. 

On the othE~r h,.and, the internal verification option allows staff to verify project 
compliance'ir1n-h?use. 1I For instance, a City staff member with quaIified-green 
building experien~ would review project documentation. This would add 
additional time to the development review process and could result in additional 
building perniitfees. '. .. . 

','; o. 
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Incentives 

, , Staff Anal~sis: 

..' . 

Toen.courage compliance with green building standards, some cities have 
develqped incentives for applicants that directly impact the' proposed proj~t. 
TAG memberS expressed that 'incentives were in:t.portantto require developers to 
go above and beyohc!minimum requirements, especially to help promote , 
higher~performing bUildings.', The folloWing ihcentiveswere reviewed by staff, 
with staffcommeI1.ts ip.italics: 

/ 

• ,Expe4it~4 ~eV:i~~Proc,~ss: 'Higher-performinggreen buildings ra:eive 
quIcker building pennit tUrnaround funes. . "," 

The qommunity Development'Department has existing "quick turnaround" time 
frariies Jor:many'project tfnJesand is actively looking to irnprP7!e ~rnaroiJ.nd times 

. for review ofat:fditioruilprbjecttypes. T1ieCommunityDeve~t Depdrt;;z.eiit 
, meets with developers al early ~tages to l.ll1der~tand their concerns, communicilte ' 
, eipectiitiohsdndassistdiv¢lopers.th,ro~g~ the,'llplii~ t~fk,!' pri?f,es~;"'fhe:.re4!'i:~ti,qn 

o[aweekoT two lVouldnot be a Zarge e!,ough.incentive to push projects-,tohighir ' 
levels-ojgreen Iniilding; ", ' 

, 

·CQst,i4j#stme~ts:·Prpvide an economic incentive such as ap~r:ini(f~e • 
,reiIllbtif~J11ehtorthereimburseJ?ent of the certification feesfo'thethird­

party, rater. 

Staffs recommended verification tmd review approach is, in part/intended to 
milii.i1iiie the ildJiiinlstrative fees paid by the applicant. This incentive is mOTe 

, , apptopritl,te Jqr a. Cityreql.liring jOrmal thi':4~p,!-rty rater certification. ' .' 
" . .' 

• 
, , , 

Flexible zoning Standards: Increases in lot coverage, height, density and 
FAR or rechiced setbacks or parking :requirements are aUowed in return for 
higher-perfonnirig green buildings. 

. ~' -­

Zoning Standards incentives are appropriate for key areas such as North Bayshore 
and Ea$fWhisman and could be considered within the General Plan update. Other 

, areas, such as residential neighborhoods, ElCaminoReal, Old Middlefield Way and 
other general industrial areas, either do not need additional flexibility from existing 
Zoning Standards, or flexibility would make the project incompatible with ' 
surrounding uses. For instance, increases in density, height, lot coverage and FAR 
for a multi1amily project in return fOr higher-peiforming green buildings could 
create compatibility issues with existing uses. 



Option 1: Reduced Green Building Requirements 

Applicable Project 
Required Local 
EnergyCode* 

Required Green Building Standard 

New .ConStructlon· , 

New Residential < 5 homes/units 
o 

'. ;M. Mandatory CalGreen ijequirements 
... '. ". . ... 

New Residential ~ 5 homeS/units 
15% above Title 

24 

Meet the intent of +0 50-GreenPoint 
Rated points and Mandatory CalGreen· 

R .' uirements ' . 

AG~itiQ,h§.~&QQsql:JaF'e feet 
. ," .~".:';.'. ··':';':;'·:~·Y··~":;;:C '.' . :' ~. 

~°'1tt-i:mave-+ffie-l 'ResidentialJ)rescribedlist of GaIG~en' 

Mandatory CalGreen Requi~ments 
o· 

Ne:W~:Con8triiCtlotV.. ':,:; ,. 
New NonResidetitial BUildings <5,000 . ,uate~f$et . 

. teet';.;. ~::J"j':' 

Nei;ti:Residentia[<.5l:JR.its .~. New· o 

NSARi;lsideRtaILJse< ~5.0QO sq~are Residential and NonResidential criteria
 
t.....~~·~~'~~."'": ..
~f~ee.. ..,...~~':""""""_--t-_--:-_24_. __-; a~ appiic8tiie to eac~ c:ompon~t of the 

New Residential2:S"uriits and'New . .. pn;»ject' .,. 
N6nR~ide[ltiahjs£!~25;000 square' '.• . . 

..... 
. '\ 

'~'.~~':» 
15% above Title Meet the intent sf bEEn CeFtmeeandNew: NohReside'ntial Buildings between 

5'000' -:250oo,:'s'u!ire'feet .' . . 24, . . Mandato C~IGreenR' uirernents
 

NewNOhR.isld~~ii~iBtiildings ~
 15% .above Title Meet tIi~ intent of'LEEO Certified S«wf:.' 
. 25,000square.feet and Mandatory C~IGreen~ Requirements24 

.~, " 

Alterations ';,'itJ:ia$1 Million 
Nbnresi~eRtiat pr~sGribed list of

s9Qstrijeitiori '¥al~ation:~ 15;OOQ.. 
Cal~reeR re~uir~m~nts. 

* TheinstBliation of;i:!·sclar photovoltaic (PV) ~nergy system (min. 3KW) may be used to meet the 
lOcal Emergy,c6de, To calculate the PV energy equivalenCy use the CECPV Calculator,(most 
recent) provided by the California Energy Commission.. 



;', 

Option 2: Increased Green Building Requirements 

Applicable Project 
Required Local 
Ene~YCode* 

Required Green Buil~ing Standard 

New Resic:tEintial < 5 homes/units 
15% above Title 

24 

Meet the intent of 70 GreenPoint Rated 
, pojots and Malldatory C,alGreen ' 

R uirementS 

15% above Title, 
24 

Additions and Remodels conditioned 8 ce on 
<$1 OO;OOOpeni:lit valuation or, <500 15% aboVe Title 
s uare foot addition 24, 

New Resldential~5 homes/units 

'Residential prescribed list of CalGreen 
re uirements ' 

Meet the intent of 70 GreenPointRated 
, points and Mandatory CalGreen 

R 'ukemerits' 

, " 

;<:$100,OQO permit valuation, or 
Additions ~ 506 square feet 

. NeW:.Conitr:uctlori 
, New Resideritisl < 5 units and New 

NonResidental Use < 25:000 square 
feet:"~,,, I " ;, 

, New ResiCientiaU~5 units,andNew. ~ ": 

, NQnR~lder;tial Use ~25,OOO ~quare 
~f;;;;,Y;:;;';;,::'~" ,'.," , ' 

15% a~ve Title 

15% above Title 
24 

15% above Title 
" :24, 

Meet the intent of'GreenPoint Rated ,25~ 
490rLEED.Certified ' ResiEleAlial 
presGribeei list of CalGreen requiremeRls 

Residential and NonResidential criteria as
 
'applicable to each component of the'
 

, project
 

NEiwiNonResidentiaIBuildings,:<: 5,00015% abov,~ Title
uare:,feet ' 24 

NeW' ~c:)j\R~idential Buildings \ 15% above Title 
between,500b- 25'000 uare, feet 24 
New'NonResidential BLiildings ~ 15% above Title 
2'5;'660 '·Oare;teet,· ,-,' .', , ­ - '24' 
Tenant'lmi'Ovement8'and' Alterations 
Large:w/I:iVAC:'2'offoui" systems 
(envelOpe, 'lighting, ,int~rior, serVices, 

Meet the intent of LEED Certified 
15% above Titleand HVAC) are ,touched and 

24 Nonresidential prescribed list ofCalGfeen
Alterations with a$1 Million 

~lJirements
construction valuation and 15,000 
1O'OO(fs iJan~~t or reater 
* The iristallation of asolaqihotovoltaic(PV) energy system (min. 3KW) may be used to meet the 
local energy code; To calculat~ the PV energy equivalency use theCECPV, Calculator (most recent) 
provided by the California ,Energy Commission. , 

( 



Attachmen~ 3 

CITY OF MOUNTAIN VIEW CITY COUNCIL MINUTES 
.. J 

SPECIAL MEETING - TUESDAY, SEPtEMBER 14, 2010
 
PLAZA CONFERENCE ROOM, CITY HALL ~ 500 CASlROSTREET
 

. 5:00 P.M.~OSEbSESSION . .
 
6:30 P.M.-STUDY SESSION
 

CLOSED SESSION IMMEDIATELY FOLLOWING THE STUDY SESSION
 
./ 

5:00 P.M.-eLOSED SESSION 

1.	 CLOSED SESSION ANNOUNCEMENT (OPEN SESSION) 

At 5:00 p.m., an announcement was made by the City Attorney, who described the
 
items the Council would consider on the Closed Session agenda below.
 

All Councilmemb~rs present. 

2.	 CLOSED SESSION 

2.1	 Conference with Legal Counsel-Existing Litigation (§54956.9(a»-Name of . 
Case: James Duke Lindner v. City ofMountain View, Sarita Clara CoUnty . .' ~ 

.' ',./
Superior Court Case No.108-'<:V-103228 

2.2	 . Conference with ("egal counsel-Existing Litigati~'n"(§54956.9(a»~Nameof 
Cas~: Silvestre Garcia ~. Julie "Anna Yong, City ofMountain View, et al., Santa 
Clara County Superior Court Case No. 1l0-CV-161513 

~ , ' • J, '. '. . 

2.3	 Conference with RealPrope~Negotiator (§54:956.8)-,Property: 270 Escuela 
Avenue (portion of Am 154-01-olO~AgencyNegotiators: .~~vin C. Duggan, 
Gty Manager; Ci!':d Linda Forsberg, .Business and~ternalServices Manager­
Negotiating Parties: Lisa B. Hendrickson, President-and CEO, Avenidas­
Under Negotiation: Price and Terms of Lease of Real Property 

, , 

2.4	 Conference'with Real Property Negotiator (§54956.8)-Property:
 
449 Franklin Street (APN 158-11-Q46)-Agency Negotiators:' Ellis M. Berns,
 
A5s~tant Community Development Director/Econ6inic Development
 
Manager; and Dennis P. Drennan, Real Property Program Administrator­

Negotiating Parties: Leonard J. and PaIrialee K Siegal-Under Negotiation: ,
 
Price and Terms of Acquisition of Real Property .
 

The Closed Session conCluded at 6:26 p.m:. 

,'.". 
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6:30 P.M.-STUDY SESSION 

1.	 CALL TO ORDER. 

The qteeting was called to order at 6:30 p.rn. with Mayor Bryant presiding. 

2.	 ROLLCALL 

PRESENT: Counci1rnembers Abe-Koga, Inks, Kasperzak, Macias, Means, 
Vice Mayor Siegel and Mayor Bryant. .
 

ABSENT: None.
 

3.	 .ORAL COMMUNICAnONS FROM THE PUBLIC ON NONAGENDIZED 
. ITEMS. 

lloyd Yu, Mountain View, spoke to the McKelvey Park flood detention basin and 
asked the Counciltoalert potential.participants at the next public pla:rining 
meeting that the following information will be presented and to publish the 
information onthe City's web site: 

1.	 A project update on the designs for th,e Shoreline sports Complex and 
McKelvey Park; 

2.	 A listing ofthe City's operating and planning costs and revenues associated 
, with McKelvey Park since 2008; " 

3.	 The percent of the Saint Francis Acres Neighborhood tax revenue and the , 
dollar amount of that revenue that has been used to defray costs associated 
with McKelvey Park since 2008; 

4.	 Any spending targets the City has set for McKelvey Park; 

5.	 Whether, during the planIrlng process for the McKelvey'Park flood detention' 
basin, the City Council plans 'to reconcile themisc1assification of McKelvey 
Parkwith respect to its size, amenities and location; .as incorrectly attributed 
in the Parks and Open Space Plan of 2008, using.the guidelines of the 
Residential Neighborhoods'Chapter adopted December 10,2002; and 

6.	 Identify the stakeholders in the planning process for the design of the 
McKelvey Park flood detention basin planning process and distinguish 
betweelfthose stakeholders who have self-interest and those stakeholders 
who have self-interest and standing with reSpect to planning input. 
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4. STUDY SESSION 

4.1 GREEN BUILDING ORDINANCE 

The Community Development Director explained that they will be providing 
a briefing on the Green Build1ng Ordinance, including a status report, an 
update on the process they have gone through in preparing the ordinance 
and a suggested approach that is flexible and cost-effective. He explained 
that this is a very complicated and rapidly evolving area which will 
continually change. He noted that,on January 1, 2011, the State's Green 

,Building Codes will come into effect, and it will be necessary for staff to come 
back to Council over a period of time to update the City's code and ensure it 
is in sync. He noted that there are a multitude of factors at play, including the 
updated Title 24 Building Code requirements, third':'party rating systems and 
recommendations from the Santa Clara County Cities Association on the 
structure ofa Green Building Ordinance. 

The Associate Planner then explained that in October 2009, the City , 
authorized the hiring of Global Green USA,,a nonpl'ofit green build,ing 
consulting firm, to assist staff with the development of a green .building 
ordinance. The project is identified in the City's Environmental Sustainability 
Action 'Plan: as a proposed action it~in for Fiscal Year 2009-10. The scope of 

. work included creating and faci1itatinga technical advisory, group (TAG),,) 
consisting of 19 local green building professionals who represent broad areas 
of expertise and who have advised staff on how best to apply the Santa Clara 
County Cities Association GreenBuildingCollaborative's:Phase 2 
recommendations for Mountain View's ordinance. The scope of work also 
includes reviewing recommended measures in the Bay,AreaWater Supply 
and Conservation Agency's (BAWSCA) Template Indoor Water-Use 
Efficiency Ordinance. 

He continued,that there are a variety of gr~buildingstandardsreferenced 
in municipal green building ordinances for private development, including 
third'"party rating syste~ such as Build It Green's GreenPoint Rated (GPR), 
which is the commonly used standard for residential projects and reqUires a 
minimum of SO points to be achieved. In addition, U.S. Gree~ Building 
Council's Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) is the 
standard for nonresidential projects, which al~ requires that projects attain a 
specific amount of points based on an itemized checklist in order to receive 
certification as a green building. Another option is for cities to augment 
,existing State codes~ such as ,the California;Energy Code (Title 24, Part 6) and ! 

the California Green Building Code (I'itle 24, Part 11), to meet their green 
building goals, noting that cities have the potential to require higher energy 

" j 
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",,1 standards than the State. He pointed out that nearly all of the BAWSCA 

· measures will be mandatory as part of CALGreen after January2011.. 

· The Associate Planner summarized that the TAG s~ggested that a modified 
version of the Phase 2 recommendations, with incentives for higher­
performance buildings, is suitable for the City. He further explained that staff 
is recommending an ordinance framework which is understandable to . 
developers and the public, which is an easy and efficient program for staff to 
implement, which produces a reduction in greenhouse gas emissions and . 
where the cost of gr~n buildings can reasonably achieve the desired 
environmental benefits. In addition, staff recommends integrating the 
suggestions made by TAG, as well.asthe use of third-party systems LEED 
and GPR; as gr~en building standards for new construction and a prescriptive 
list of green building reqUiremEmts based on CALGreen-mandatory measures 
for residential additions and nonresidential tenanfimprovements. Rather 
than requiring projects to obtain formal certification from LEED or GPR, staff 
recoInmerids lristead that venncation is proVided as. to whether the project 
meets'the intent of a third-party rating system. ·Other reCOIIiInendations 
include 'the adoption ofa local energy code that will require all projects 
regulated by the Green'BuilclingOrdinance to exceed the California Energy 
Code by 15 percent and reserving the discussion of incentives to the General 
Plan update process~ Finally, he noted th.at the projects' thresholds suggested 

· by staff are based on existingthiesholds in the Mountain View development . 
reviewprocess.. 

Councilmember Means asked.what the rationale WCiS for having different 
.. standards'suCh'as LEED-certified versus LEED silver on different-sized 

projectS, and the Commuility Development Director explained that the intent 
Behind the Cities Association recommendation is that there are economies of 

· sCale and levels of investment associated with: larger projects that m8ke it 
more feasible to'achieve higher sustainability or green building levels, and 
they were tryingfodeerease the burden on smaller projects, where it is more 
diffiroltto 'achieve those same levels. 

Vice Mayor Siegel asked how the requirement of making a home GreenPoint . 
or LEED-certified adds to the cost and what.it'doesto theconUnunity., . 

Staff responded that they are asking people to build a home with better 
energy systems, so that can be as 'inexpensive as installing a tankless hot 
water heater' instead ofa conventional hot water heater with some field . 

· testing by an energy rater or installing better wiI).dows and more insulation at 
a much higher cost. He remarked that the other things' that developers can do 
are to recycle 50 percent of building materials and install more efficient 
shower heads and toilets, etc. 

Special Meeting - September 14, 2010 Page 4 



............... "" _.- _-_ _._-----------~-:------ ............__._-­

Vice Mayor Siegel questioned why the City cannot put a qUcmtitative analysis 
on more expensive items, such as windows or insulation, and staff respQnded 
that the flexibility of the rating systems, combined with innumerable design 
and product choicesJ make a quantiUitive analysis.difficult. Staff further 

. responded that they cannpt put a number on those because a developer might 
achieve the 15 percent over for under $1,000 in cost; while another developer 
might choose to pursue a higher cost because they m;ight want to focus on 
promoting the efficiency of the house. 

The Community Development Director suggested ~t perhaps they can take 
a typical house and run a couple of scenarios in conjunction with an architect 
and developer, such as one house with a tankless water heater, spray foam 
and windows versus a house with just the windows or just the tankless water 
heater, etc. . 

The consultant added that it is'a public policy issue and SO the Council cai1. 
require people to put things into their homes that will only provide a return 
on their investment or they can require things that do notnecessarily provide 
a return to the owner but, insteadi ~ebetter for the City or the environment. 

CouncilrnemberMacias asked if these requirements are the same across the 
board from the sm.all:est development to the largest, and staff responded that 
the City has the flexibility through the developme~t agreement to impose 
unique standards on a project that is massive. 

The Community Development I:>ir~or remarked that staff has struggled 
with the fact that the LEEDcertification process and operational assessment 
occurs after occupancy and what to do.when a project ~ desig.t:led for LEED 
silver but does not get certified at LEED silver because they cannot revoke the 
Certificate of Occupancy once the tenant is in. Ii~ noted that some cities have 
taken a deposit, which is returned if the LEE[) silver or gold level is met. He. 
pointed out that staff looked at the cost.and time imposed by the formal 
certification process versus what gets a sustainability benefit and decided that 
it will be more achievable to design to the standards.but not require the 
formal certification. .. 

Counci1member Macias askedfor clarification about the process for 
developments under five units, and the Associate Planner explained that staff 
.will handle the review and implementation and make sUre ·that the project 
meets the ordinance provisions but thatlarger projects will need to hire a 
green building professionalto provide documentation that the project meets 
the intent of certification. 

' ..-'.' 
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Councilmember Macias asked for clarification on the point levels, and staff 
explained that in review of other cities, it seemed to be consistent to require a 

, miniInum of 70 points, and other staff members explained that the general 
agreement was that 50 points was too low and that 70 to 75 points seemed to 
be something that was an average across the board, but that quality 
developers have the potential to achieve much higher. 

Councilmember Macias also asked if there is anything special they need to" 
look at since Mountain View has more multi-farrilly Units and rentals, and 
staff responded that for existing buildings, there would be no improvements 
for remodels because it would be limited to a small space. 

Courtcilmember Inks asked for an example of what 15percent above Title 24 
really m:eanS~ and staff responded that in concept, Title 24 is an energy 
package and so developments need to meet those bask standards of energy 

. efficiency, plus 15 percent, which ciui. be achieved through thicker insulation 
or windows, etc. The consultant added that when they look at the local 
energy codeporHon, they do have to do thecost~ffectivenessstudy just on 
the energy-related items and, mthe"process of doing that, they Will need to . 
pullan energy model from repreSerita'tive projects of different levels of 
buil~gstomakesure that the 151'"ercerit above Title 24 is achievable. 

The Community Development Director added iliat the 15 percent is" 
embedded in the GreenPoint system and so they are extracting that out and 
saying thatif the developer does that/then they"have niet the intent of the 

"GreenPornt system wlthout haVing to retain a professional to go through that' 
'. process~ They are trying-to siinplUy"the process to get what is producing the 
~ benefit without adding unnecessary costs and'burdens to the process. 

Councilmernber Kasperzak clarified on intent versus certification that . 
certificapon is by tEED or another agency, and intent is when the developer. " 
subnrlts theif planS saYing what they are going to do' which becomes part of 
their buildir\gpemut and so,to g~t'their Certifidition of Occupancy, they are 
going to have to build what they saId they"are going tobuild~ but not spend 
the money on outside agencies for an official certification." . 

Co.uncilmember Kasperzak also as~ed if there have been any ~tended 
. consequences as a res~t of goIng through"a similar process, and the Building 
Official responded that another approach that some cltiestake is to adopt a 
policy before knowing how to implement it and that is why Mountain View 
brought in Global Green so thatthey can run these things in parallel, such as 
what the technical criteria is, who will implement it and how it would work, 
etc. Regar?ing intent, he explained that there is a protocol developed for who 
will reView the project on behalf of the City. The best practice is to talk to the 
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stakeholders, build something that works and talk to staff so they have an 
administrative process that works when it hits the ground. 

The Community Development Director added that they have talked to a city 
in Santa Oara County that implemented a green ordinance and did not think 
through it carefully, and now they have to work on the ordinance on a case­
by-case basis. 

Mayor Bryant que~tioned wheth~r staff has considered how to figure out ' 
ways to deal with the remodeling.,given that the City of Mountain View is 
almost entirely built-out and they are letting all of the remodeling off the 
hook. Staff questioned how they enforce the green building requirements 
becauSe there is always a way for developers and contractors to move around 
an ordinance like this. A staff member noted that the State is helping because 
they have,minin\Um. energy requirem~ts and that the CALGreen Code will 
include remodeling provisions. 

The Community Development Director remarked ,that itis diffi~t to come' 
upwith,Ci miniInum square footage threshold for a remodel to trigger the 
Green Building Ordinance because someone mlght only be moving walls and 
not ~andingthe living area or' affecting plumbjrig fix~es. He added that 
they are recommending an easy entry into this area and are considering it as a 
Phase 1 of the process. . 

Mayor Bryant reported that ther~ has be~ a lot of discu~sionat the Green 
Building Collaborative, that if sOI~eone i~ c:ioing a small remodel, then they 
should notbe forc~q to rewire their who1.e house or replace all of their 
winpows,etc.' She'askeq, how~ver, if there is a way to fonnect someone 
upgrading their wiring or plumbing to the ordinance., ' 

The Buil,~ing Official resp0l}dec:i that any improvements being made have to 
meet the current prescriptive s~dards of the <:aUf0rni~ Building Code and 
so h~rneo~ers do not get away With doing nothing becalisethe standards 
are,not :decreasing. He noted ,that the City would have its own prescriptive 
list for all of these different items so that they see higher than the mlnimum 
State requirements., ' 

M~yor Bryant commented that the CALGreen requiret;nents are pretty' 
minimal and that Mountain View needs to be on the same page as 
surrounding cities. 

The Community Development Director explained in response to a question 
, , from Mayor Bryant that the area of green building is constantly evolving and 

the minimum pointlevels will con~ue to change almost every year and 
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there will be adjustments to the rating systems. He noted that the City can 
mandate compliance with the GreenPoint Rated checklist for a single-family . 
home sotl\ey are always in sync with it; however, because th~y know they 
will be visiting this every three years due to the .State's building cycle, they 
are taking a.simpler, less-burdensome approach in order to avoid the 
constant ratChetmgup of th~ requirements. " . '. 

He ~so explained th~ optional green building standard, whereby clients do 
not have to meet the 15 percenfrequirement but; instead, can go through the 
official GreenPoint Rated 'process. 

~>ayor.Bryaritinquired about the training of staff in green building, and the' 
CommUiUty Development Director eXplained that it is an ongoing process 
and they are gradUally getting the training to 'all of the staff members. 

The public inputperiod was opened. 

Jo~ Carpenter! Mountain View, expressed concern that if they set a . 
thresnold; there; is the danger that a largearnoUnt of people might be doing 
work just slightly under that threshold; which defeats the pUrpose. 

Bill Maston, William Maston arid Associates, stated that he has taken a lot of 
Certification clasSes an:d it is ~9iiderful to see the pty thiriking about an 
ordinance, which allows flexibility and options to' pick arid choose from as to 
what wor~ best for a particul~ project. He question~dhow beneficial it is to 
the City ;to get that'muCh fartherahead _oithe crowel, other 'than for egos sake, 
beCause thiS is ~ging soqUicldy that it is jUst gbing to get more confuSing. 
He pointed out that CaIu6nuil is so far ahead of the nation already and 
expressed concern that they are steering people away from developing by 
making things more complicited. He added that when he sits with his clients 
and explainS the options, he is finding 'that education results in more 
comp~ance ~d so he supportS emphasizing education rather than 
maildatory compliance. He added that he is happy that they are going with 
intent, rather .than COinpliarice~ and 'suggested that whatever language is put 
in the ordinance, staff needs to make sure they can enforce what "intent" 
means. 

John Epstein, Palo Alto; stated that he is a GreenPoint Rater and agreed that it 
is more importanttb look at the programS as incentive systems, whereby 
people are rewarded and educated, but not puriished. He added that he is 
impressed that Mountain View hired a consultant prior to implementing the 
standards. . 
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Nathan Tuttle, Prometheus, agreed with the former speaker that anything 
they can do to ~centivizedevelopers is good. 

Seeing no one further wishing to speak, the publ.ic input period was closed. 

Vice Mayor Siegel concUrred with the staff-recommended ordinance 
. framework because he likes that it is not tied to absolute numbers, given that 

the numbers are going to change ev~ year. He stc~.ted that it is better to 
avoid confusion and.avoid havirig,to rewrite eveIjth.4lg. He commented that 
most citiZens who are remodeling h.avethe goal of becoriririg more energy­
efficient to begin with and arenot trying to get out of it. He added that he 
does not want people to speJ;1.d money on certification, unless it is an 
exf!emely large project, and he would rather 'have,devel()p~s put money into 
greenhouse gas reduction. Finally, he suggested that staff make it very clear 
that typical minor remodels, such as painting, will not trigger an energy audit 
because he does not want property owners,to be afraid to keep up their 
property. 

Councilmember Macias expressed concern thatthiS is something they will 
have to come back to contiriually. . 

The Community Development Director explained that there is a possibility of 
'a tie-in to a rating system that au~omaticallyadjusts and craft the ordinance to 

say "like the latest CALGr,een Code." . " " 

The conswtant suggested that Gr~ointRat~d requires earning a certain 
number'of pomts but LEW haS different l~els to reac1l,~o they should give 
thought as to how to not have this become obsolete. 

CouncibnemberAbe-Koga explained that they have not heard from eight or 
nine of the cit,ies in the. Cities ASsociation and questi,oned their positions on 
this issue, n,otingth,atshe hopes that.Mounta4l View will have best practices 

. that other cities can follow. She added that she is ffue with the intent and 
wants flexibility arid would like to; come up With in~ntives 'that work. 

.The Community Development Director responded that they will look at 
possible mcentives, including a base-level floor area ratio (FAR) and a higher 
FAR if someone reaches certain sustc:rlnability goals that are d~signed to 
mitigate the .larger square footage. He noted that staff will bring back options 
to Council an~ an outline on how the policy would work on development-
based incentives. . 

The consultant pointed out that the issue with incentives is that they have to 
correspond to the costs, and he has leamed through working with other cities 
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that the real valuable incentives at this time are development-based
 
incentives.
 

Counci1member Kasperzak remarked that he agrees with the discussion on 
, incentives and that they need to be valuable.. In addition, he commented that, 
itseems that there are some things that are particularly important to the City 
that they can incentivize more than others, such as solar panels (which 
everYone is doirtg) to gettiiig'ridof cars (which is moredifficwt to do). He 
also commented that he believes that thresh~lds are good. 

, .. . , 

I 
Councilmember Inks explained that he has not absorbed this well enough to 
say that he would whole-heartedly endorse the recommended-criteria. He 
stated that, in general, the idea of moving into a regulatory area that is based 
011 a Stat~mandated policyen\rl.ronment is 'worrisome to l:tim and'that he 
would like to hear more from the:bUilding community which ci>uldattest to 
the savings and benefits. He' believes that the report is heavy on 
,requirements and specifics and there is not enough discussion of costs arid
 
savings. .
 

Counci1member Means remarked that it is difficult to know how accurate the 
costs v~r:~us benefits ar~ and so he would like to maintain a lot of flexibility 
.and'that hebeiieves that i,ncentives are .difficult. 

.' .:. ,')" 
• 1< 

. A staff member responded and provided several examples on incentives'in 
other cities that have been successful, noting that it often is just telling , 
developers that the City will be open and flexible to what the developer. 
would like to do. '. 

Mayor Bryant thanked staff and noted that educating the public is very 
important, as well as incorporating flexibility and providing incentives. 
Finally, she expressed concern about remodels and the fact that Mountain 
View has so many rentals and multi-family housing complexes, and she 
would like staff to think about what the City can do to incentivize more 
greening of these complexes in order to reduce energy costs for both owners 
and rentals.' . 

No formal action was taken. 

The Study Session adjourned at 9:05 pm. 
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5. CLOSED SESSION	 .~~>'J' 
" '" 

5.1 CLOSED SESSION ANNOUNCEMENT (OPEN'SESSION) 

.	 At 9:10 p.m., an arinolUlcement was made by the City Attorney, who described the
 
item the Council would consider on the Closed Session agenda below.
 

.	 . 

,5.2 Public Employee Appointment (§S4957)-Title of Position: City Clerk 

6. CLOSED SESSION REPORT(OPEN SESSION)-None. 

7. ADJOURNMENT 

'The Council ad.journed at 9:30 p.m. 'The ne~t Special Meeting will beheld on
 
Tuesday, September 21, 2010, at 6:30 p.m. in the CoUncil ~ers at City Hall,
 
500 Castro Street. .
 

ATIEST:	 APPROVED: 

WANDA WONG r 
ACTING CITY CLERK 

WW/7/CLK 
42~9-14-10ttru1A 
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March 8th
, 2011 

Mountain View Mayor and City Council 
City ofMountain View 
500 Castro Street 
Mountain View, CA., 94306 

Dear Mayor and Council, 

On behalf of the Silicon Valley Leadership Group, we are writing to support the City of 
Mountain View Green Building Code. ' ' 

The Silicon Valley Leadership Group, founded in 1978,by David Packard of Hewlett­
Packard, represents more than 335 of Silicon Valley's most respected employers on issues, 
programs and campaigns that affect the economic health and quality of life in Silicon Valley, 
including energy, transportation, education, housing, health care, tax policies, economic 
vitality and the environment. Leadership Group members collectively provide nearly one of 
every three priyate sector jobs in Silicon Valley. 

In partnership with the Cities Association, the Leadership Group led a collaborative effort to 
develop green building policy recommendations for cities in Santa Clara County. Our goal 
waS to move every city in Santa Clara County together to more rapidly adopt green building 
standards. In the first year, we developed the Phase I recommendations, a set of entry-level 
green building recommendations. After every city had adopted some form of these 
recommendations we then set out to raise the bar. The Phase II recommendations ratchets the 
standards up in order to create a more environmentally sustainable built environment. It also 
provides guidance for the region so that cities' green building policies maintain a level of 
consistency. 

Mountain View has taken several actions to move the City towards a more sustainable future 
of which the adoption ofhigher green building standard is the most recent. We applaud the 
City's efforts in this regard and thank the City for it~ commitrilent to green building. 

Sincerely, 

Shiloh Ballard 
Vice President, Housing & Community Development 
Silicon Valley Leadership Group 

'" :"1 
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Attachment 5 

ORDINANCE NO.
 

AN ORDINANCE AMENDINGCHAPTER 8, ARTICLE I, DMSION ill,
 
OF THE MOUNTAIN VIEW CITY CODE, RELATING TO THE
 

ADOPTION OF THE 2010 CALIFORNIA GREEN BUILDING STANDARDS CODE TO
 
INCLUDE LOCAL GREEN BUILDING REQUIREMENTS
 

WHEREAS, on March 24, 2009, the Council approved the Environmental
 
Sustainability Action Plan, a document that identifies strategic short-term goals to
 
achieve environmental sustainability in Mountain View, one of which was the
 
development of a green building ordinance for private development; and
 

WHEREAS, on November 3, 2009, the Colincil approved community-wide 
Greenhouse Gas Reduction Targets which align the City with the provisions of 
California Assembly Bi1l32 (Global Warming Solutions Act). The City is currently 
developing a Greenhouse Gas Reduction program for new development that focuses on 

. energy-use reduction to which the implementation of the Mountain View Green 
Building Code helps achieve; and 

WHEREAS, the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission has limited the water 
supply available to the Bay Area Water Supply and Conservation Agency (BAWSCA) 
member agencies until at least 2018 to preserve the limited resource. The Mountain 
View Green Building Code is a strategic step in achieving water use reduction to meet 
the reduced supply; and 

WHEREAS, green building design, construction, restoration, operation and
 
maintenance can have a significant positive effect on energy, water and resource
 
conservation, waste management and pollution generation, and on the health and
 
productivity of building occupants over the life of the building and/or site; and
 

WHEREAS, the California Green Building Standards Code Section 101.7 provides 
that a local government may establish more stringent building standards if they are 
reasonably necessary due to local climatic, geological, topographical or environmental 
conditions; and 

WHEREAS, the Public Resource Code Section 25402.1(h)(2) states that a local 
enforcement agency may adopt more restrictive energy standards when they are cost­
effective and approved by the California Energy Commission; and 

WHEREAS, the City of Mountain View has local conditions which allow
 
amendments to the California Green Building Standards Code to add local green
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building and energy requirements to achieve local and regional goals and initiatives;
 
and
 

WHEREAS, the City of Mountain View has made amendments and adopted the 
California Building Codes as Chapter 8, Articles I, Division ill, to address ' 
environmental conditions; 

NOW, THEREFORE, 1HE cm COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF MOUNTAlN VIEW 
DOES HEREBY ORDAlN AS FOLLOWS: 

Section 1. Articles I, Division ill of Chapter 8 of the Mountain View City Code is 
hereby amended to read as follows: , 

"ARTICLE I. 
BUILDING CODE. 

DIVISION III. GREEN BUILDING CODE. 

,SEC.-8.20._,. California Green Building Standards Code-Adopted. 

The California Green Building Standards Code, 2010 edition, which regulates the 
design and construction of buildings through the use of building concepts having a 
reduced negative impact or positive environmental impact and encouraging sustainable 
construction for all new construction. One (1) copy of the California Building Code, 
including the Mountain View amendments, is on file and open to public inspection in 
the building inspection office. 

SEC. 8.20._. Subsection 101.1-Amended-Title. 

Subsection 101.1 of the 2010 California Green Building Standards Code is amended 
to read as follows: . 

101.1 Title. These regulations shall be known as the Mountain View Green
 
Building Code' and may be cited as such and will be referred to herein as "this code."
 

. The Mountain View Green Building Code is an amendment to Part 11 of 12 parts of the 
official compilation and publication of,the adoption, amendment and repeal of building 
regulations to the California Code ot Regulations, Title 24, also referred to as the 
California Building Standards Code. 
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SEC. 8.20._. Subsection 101.3-Amended. 

Subsection 101.3 of the 2010 California Green Building Standards Code is amended" " 
to read as follows: 

101.3 Scope. The provisions of this code shall apply to the planning, deSign,
 
operation, construction, use and occupancy of every privately owned, newly
 
constructed building, addition or tenant improvement as regulated in this code
 
throughout the City of Mountain View. .
 

It is not the intent that this code substitute or be identified as meeting the
 
certification requirements of any private, third-party green building program.
 

SEC. 8.20._. Subsection 101.3.2-Added. 

Subsection 101.3.2 is added to the 2010 California Green Building Standards Code 
, to read as follows: 

101.3.2 Exempted prpjects. Projects that are exempted from complying with the
 
Mountarn View Green Building Code are:
 

1. Accessory structures; 

2. Registered or eligible to be registered local, state or federal historic structUres; 

3. . Natural disaster repairs; 

4. Temporary structures; 

5. Improvements t~at include residential interior alterations (i.e., remodels)
 
only;
 

6. Residential additions less than 1,000 square feet; and 

7. Nonresidential tenant improvements less than 15,000 square feet with a
 
construction valuation less than $100,000.
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SEC. 8.20._. Subsection 101.9.1-Added. 

Subsection 101.9.1 is added to the 2010 California Green Building Standards Code 
to read as follows: 

101.9.1 Adoption of Mountain View Amendments. Mountain View amendments 
to the 2010 California Green Building Standards Code shall be effective 30 ,days after 
adoption by the city council. 

SEC. 8.20._. Subsection 101.lo-Amended. 

Subsection 101.10 of the 2010 California Green Building Standards Code is
 
amended to read as follpws:
 

101.10 Mandatory requirements. This code contains the minimum mandatory 
green building measures and energy requirements as required by the City of Mountain 

. View. All new structures in the City of Mountain View must comply with the 
mandatory measures of the 2010 California Green Building Standards Code as adopted 
by the state in addition to local amendments included in this code. This includes ,all 
residential new construction projects regardless of height or number of stories. 
Additionally, applicants must demonstrate that the area of improvement or new 
construction has an energy efficiency that is, at minimum, a specified percentage above 
the 2008 Building Energy Efficiency Standards in Title 24, Part 6. 

SEC. 8.20._. Subsection 101.10.1-Added. 

Subs~ction101.10.1 is added to the 2010 California Green Building Standards Code 
to read as follows: / 

101.10.1 Project types. Table 101.10 Mandatory Green Building Requirements,
 
details the project types that are required to comply with this code.
 

SEC. 8.20._. Subsection 101.10.1.1-Added. 

'Subsection 101.10.1.1 is added to the 2010 Califorriia Green Building Standards
 
Code to read as follows:
 

101.10.1.1 Residential projects. All residential projects (single-family and multi­
family) regulated by this code must comply with Mountain View's energy and green 
building requirements as listed below. ' 
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SEC. 8.20._. Subsection 101.10.1.1.1-Added. 

101.10.1.1.1 Residential additions. All residential additions with conditioned 
space greater than or equal to 1,000 square feet (gross)'must comply with the applicable' 
section of the code listed below ifthe addition (including interior improvements within 
the existing structure) includes any of the following: 

A. Additions or alterations to plumbing fixtures must comply with Section 4.303 
(Indoor Water Use); 

. B. Replacement or installation of new interior finish materials (i.e., flooring, 
carpeting, paint, etc.) must comply with Section 4.504 (Pollutant'Control); and 

C. New square footage to the existingstructure must demonstrate energy 
compliance at least 10 percent above Title 24, Part 6. 

Additionally, projects that include additions and interior alterations may use the 
total area (in square feet) of improvements in the Title 24, Part 6 energy calculations and 
may account for energy-efficiency upgrades that already exist in the structure, 
assuming the upgrades comply with the 2008 Building Energy Efficiency Standards. .'. » 

....:>' 

SEC. 8.20._. Subsection 101.10.1.1.2-Added. 

Subsection 101.10.1.1.2is added to the 2010 California Green Building Standards 
Code to read as follows: 

101.10.1.1.2 Residential new construction-Less than five (5) units. All 
residential new construction less than five (5) units must comply'with the following: 

A. The mandatory measures of the California Green Building Standards Code 
and any Mountain View amendments; and 

B. Must demonstrate energy compliance at least 15 percent above Title 24, 
Part 6. 

-5­



SEC. 8.20._. Subsection 101.10.1.1.3-Added. 

Subsection 101.10.1.1.3 is added to the 2010 California Green Building Standards 
Code to read as follows:· " 

101.10.1.1.3 Residential new construction-Five (5) units or more. All residential 
new construction with five (5) units or more must comply with the followmg: 

A. The mandatory measures of the California Green Building Standards Code 
and any Mountain View amendments; . 

B. Meet the intent of seventy (70) GreenPoint Rated points; and 

C. Must demonstrate the appropriate energy compliance above Title 24, Part 6 
based on the following project characteristics: 

1. Low-rise residential building (up to three stories inlheight}-15 percent 
above Title 24, Part 6; or 

. . 

2. High-rise residential building (over three stories in height)-15 percent) 
above Title 24, Part 6: Plu~ m:"d lighting energies may ~e deducted from both ~he 
standard and proposed bUlldmg models when conducting the energy calculations. 

SEC. 8.20._. Subsection 101.10.1.2-Added. 

Subsection 101.10.1.2 is added to the 2010 California Green Building Standards 
Code to read as follows: 

101.10.1~2Nonresidential projects. All nonresidential projects regulated by this 
code must comply with Mountain View's energy and green building requirements as 
listed below. . 

SEC. 8.20._. Subsection 101.10.1.2.1-Added. 

Subsection 101.10.1.2.1 is added to the 2010 California Green Building Standards 
Code to read as follows: .• . 

10T.10.1.2.1 Nonresidential tenant improvements. All nonresidential tenant. 
improvements 15,000 square feet (gross) or greater with a $100,000 construction . 
valuation must comply with the applicable section of the code listed below if the 
improvements include any of the following: 

A. Alterations to plumbing fixtures must comply with Section 5.303 (Indoor 
Water Use); . 
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B. Replacement or installation of new interior finish materials (Le., flooring,
 
carpeting, paint, etc.) must comply with Section 5.504 (Pollutant Control); and ;
 

C. Any lighting improvements that require a Title 24, Part 6 energy calculation
 
must demonstrate energy compliance at least 10 percent above Title 24, Part 6 for
 
lighting only.
 

SEC. 8.20._. Subsection 101.10.1.2.2-Added. 

Subsection 101.10.1.2.2 is added to the 2010 California Green Building Standards
 
Code to read as follows: .
 

101.10.1.2.2 Nonresidential new construction-Less tha:l\5,OOO square feet. All
 
nonresidential new construction less than 5~000 square feet (gross) must comply with
 
the following:
 

A. Meet the mandatory measures of the California Green Building Standards
 
Code and any Mountain View amendments; and
 

B. Must demonstrate energy compliance 10 percent above Title 24, Part 6.
 

SEC. 8.20._. Subsection 101.10.1.2.3-Added.
 

Subsection 10t10.1.2.3 is added to the 2010 California Green Building Standards
 
Code to read as follows:
 

101.10.1.2.3 Nonresidential new construction-5,OOO through 25,000 square feet. ­
All nonresidential new construction of 5,000 through 25,000 square feet (gross) must 
comply with the following: 

A. Meet the mandatory measures of the California Green Building Standards 
, Code and any Mountain View amendments; 

B. Meet the intent of LEED® certified; and 
.. 

C. Must demonstrate energy compliance 10 percent above Title 24, Part 6. 

\ 
'. .:~.) 
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SEC. 8.20._. Subsection 101.10.1.2.4-Added. 

Subsection 101.10.1.2.4 is added to the 2010 California Green, Building Standards 
Code to read as follows: 

. 101.10.1.2.4- Nonresidential new construction-Greater than 25,000 square feet. 
All nonresidential new construction greater than 25,000 square feet (gross) must comply 
With the fo1l9wing: . 

'; '... 

A, Meet the~andatorymeasures of the California Green Building Standards 
Code and any Mountain View amendments; 

B. Meet the intent of LEED® Silver certified; and 

C. Must demonstrate energy compliance 10 percent above Title 24, Part 6. 

SEC. 8.20._. Subsection 101.10.1.3-Added. 

"... ' . ~~~s~~8ti;J,g1.:~9:'\L;3 i~<;ld~e<;l:'to the29~OCcUif6riUa,. Gr~en Bu).ld~gStandards 
Code to read as follows: . . . - . . . '.,' . ." " . 

101.10.1.3 _Mixed-use projects. All new mixed-use construction projects must 
..': '. comply with Mountain View's energy and green building requirements and meet the 

requirements applicable to each primary occupancy component. See Table 101.10 for 
mixed-use project types that apply. . 
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SEC. 8.20._. Table 10t.10-Added. 

-Table 101.10 is added to the 2010 California Green.Building Standards Code to 
read as follows: ­

Table 101~10 Mandatory, Green Building Requirements 
Green Building Standard and 

ReqUirement
•. ' I ',' I 

New Construction 
New Residential < 5 units 

New Residential ~ 5 units 

15% above Title 24, Part 6 

15% above Title 24, Part 6 

Mandatory CalGreen Requirements 

Meet the intent Clf 70 GreenPoint Rated 
points and Mandatory CalGreen 

-Requirements 

Additions3 (applies to conditioned space only) 
Additions <::1,000 square feet 10% above Title 24, Part 6 Mandatory CalGreen Requirements: 

Sec.' 4.303 (Indoor Water Use) 
Sec. 4.504 (Pollutant Control) 

MIXED-USE PROJECTS. - , 
-1 ,.,' l

New Construction 
New Residential < 5 units and 
New Nonresidential 
Use < 25,000 square feet 

New Residential ~ 5 units and 
New Nonresidential 
Use <::25,000 square feet 

15% above Title 24, Part 6 
.for Residenti~; 

10%,above Title 24, Part 6 
for Nor;reside~tial 

15% above Title 24, Part 6 , 
for Residential;
 

10% above Title 24, Part 6
 
for Nonresidential
 

Residential and Nonresidential Criteria 
as,applicable tp each component of the 

project. -',: :)
'.;. ; 

,J .'NONRESIDENTIAL PROJECTS (INCLUDE HOTEL2
) 

New ConstructionC 

New Nonresidential 
Buildings < 5,000 square feet 

New Nonresidential Buildings 
5,000 to 25,000 square feet 

New Nonresidential 
Buildings> 25,000 square feet 

10% above Title 24, Part 6 

10% above Title 24, Part 6 

10% above Title 24, Part 6 

Mandatory CalGreen Requirements
 

Meet the intent of LEED"" Certified and
 
Mandatory CalGreen Requirements
 

Meet the intent of LEED'" Silver and
 
Mandatory CalGreen Requirements
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Tenant Improvements 
Tenant Improve­
ments ~15,OOO square feet with a 
$100,000 construction valuation 
where the scope of work includes 
any of the following: (1) requires 
a Title 24 energy calculation; 
(2) the replacement or addition of 
any plumbing fixtures and/or 
interior finish materials (i.e., 
carpeting, paint, etc.). 

10% above Title 24, Part 6 
for lighting Only 

Mandatory CalGreen Requirements: 
Section 5.303 (Indoor Water Use) 

, Section 5.504 (Pollutant Control) 

. ' "1.	 On-SIte generation of renewable energy m an amount eqUIvalent to the reqwred reductions may be used 
as an alternate means to meet the local energy requirement. Energy production shall be determined 
through use of the CECPV Calculator provided by the California Energy Commission. 

2.	 For high-rise residential buildings (over three stories in height) and hotels, plug and lighting energies can 
be deducted from both the standard and proposed building when conducting the Title 24, Part 6 energy 
calculations. 

3.	 Residential additions that include interior alterations may use the total area (in square feet) of 
improvements in the Title '24 energy calculations and may'account for energy-efficiency upgrades that 
already exist in the struchire, assuming the upgrades comply with the 2008 Building Energy Efficiency 
Standards. ' 

4.	 New shell construction with minimally installed systems are required to attain t~e following energy 
requirements above Title ,74, Part 6: Cold Shell (no HVAC and nolighting)---:5% or Warm Shell (includes 
HVAC and no lightlrlg)-7%. ,­

SEC. 8.20._. Subsection 101.10.2-Added. 

Subsection 101.10.2 is addesl to the 2010 California Green Building Standards Code 
to read as follows: 

101.10.2 Alternate green building standards. If an app1ic~t proposes to use an 
alternate green building st~dard not included in this, code, they must demonstrate that 
the alternate standard is, atminimum, equivalent to the reference,d standard in terms of 
criteri~, scope and certificationprocess. ,The chief building official mu/?t approve the 
alternate standard prior to issurn.g a buildhlg permit. 

SEC. 8.20._. Subsection 101.10.3-Added. 

Subsectibnl01.10.3 is added to the 2010 California GreenBuilding Standards Code 
to read as follows: 

101.10.3 Certification., The city does not require projects to be certified by a third 
party green building organi~ationupless certification is acondition of approval for a 
zoning permit. Applicants must demonstrate the project meets the intent of the ' 
required standard through documentation and verification consistent with the criteria IV\ +eJv11 
and doa.imentation process of the respective green building'rating system. This 

..,>•.. ;, 
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includes meeting all mandatory prerequisites and minimum point totals of each
 
category, if required by the rating system.
 

SEC. 8.20._. Subsection 101.11-Amended. 

Subsection 101.11 of the 2010 California Green Building Standards Code is
 
amended to read as follows: '
 

101.11 Effective use of this code. The following steps shall be used to establish
 
which provisions of this code are applicable to a specific occupancy:
 

1. Establish the type of occupancy. 

2. Verify which state agency has authority for the established occupancy ,by
 
reviewing the authorities list in Sections 103 through 106.
 

3. Once the appropriate agency has been identified, find the chapter which
 
covers the established occupancy. '
 

4. The Matrix Adoption Tables at the beginning of Chapters 4 and 5 identify the 
mandatory green building measures necessary to meet the minimum requirements of 
this code for the established occupancy. Occupancies regulated by this code must also 
comply with the green building requirements included in Chapter 1. ") 

.. ~./ 

5. Voluntary tier measures are contained in Appendix Chapters A4 and AS.
 
A checklist contairiing each green bUilding measure, both required and voluntary, is
 
provided at the end of each appendix chapter. Each measure listed in the application
 
checklist has a section number which correlates to a section where more information
 
about the specific measure is available.
 

6. The application checldist identifies which measure~ are required by this code 
and allows users to check off which voluntary items have been selected to meet 

,voluntary tier levels if desired or mandated by a city, county, or'city and county. 

SEC. 8.20._. Subsection 102.1-Amended. 

Subsection'102.1 of the 2010 California Green Building Standards Code is amended
 
to read as follows:
 

102.1 Submittal documents. Construction documents and other data 'Shall be
 
submitted in one or'inore sets with each application fora permit. Where special
 
conditions exist, the City is authorized to require additional construction documents to
 

, be prepared by the applicant or a licensed design professional, depending on the size of 
the project (see Section 102.4 for details), and may be submitted separately. 
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When submitting for building permits for a project regulated by this code, the 
applicant shall submit the following materials: 

1. The appropriate completed green building checklist; 

2. Project construction documentation (plans and specifications) that verifi~s 
incorporation of the design and construction-related credits; 

. 3. A letter of acknowledgement from the applicant, licensed professional or 
qualified green building professional indicating that the project has been designed to 
achieve the sustainability standards defined in this code and in accordance with the 
approved green building checklist. The letter shall indicate the number of points the 
project has 'been designed to achieve. The letter shall also commit to compliance with 
Mountain View's energy reql,lirements; 

4. Any additional documentation suCh as maps, calculations or product 
information that would be required by u.s. Green Building Council's Green Building 
Certification Institute Jor LEED® certification or by Build It Green for GreeriPoint Rated 
certification; and 

5. Anya,dditional information believed to be relevant by the city in determining 
that a good-faith effort has been made to comply with this code. . 

Exception: The enforcing agency is authorized to waive the submission of 
construction documents and other data not required to be prepared by a licensed design 
professional. . 

SEC. 8.20._. Subsection 102.2-Amended. 

Subsection 102.2 of the 2010 California Green Building Standards Codeis amended 
to read as follows: 

102.2 Information on construction documents. Construction documents shall be 
of sufficient clarity to indicate 'the location, nature and scope of the proposed green 
building feature and shoyv that it will conform to the provisions of this code, the 
California Building StandardsCode and other relevant laws, ordinances, rules and . 
regulations as determined by the City. :. 
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SEC. 8.20._. Subsection 102.3-Amended. 

Subsection 102.3 of the 2010 California Green Building Standards Code is amended
 
to read as follows:
 

102.3 Hardship or infeasibility exemption. If an applicant believes circumstances 
exist that make it a hardship or infeasible to meet the requirements of this code, the 
applicant may request an exemption. The applicant must still comply with the 
mandatory measures of the California Green Building Code and can only receive an 
exemption from the Moyntain View amendments to the code. In applying for an 
exemption, the burden is on the applicant to show hardship or infeasibility. An 
exemption will only be granted ,in unusual circumstances where, due to exceptional 
characteristics of the ,structure or property involved, a literal enforcement of this code 
will result ill practical diffic41ties or unnecessary hardships, provided that no such 
exception will be contrary to the intent of this code. 

SEC. 8.20._. Subsection 102.3.1-Added. 

, Subsection 102.3.1 is added to the 2010 California Green Building Standards Code
 
to read as follows:
 

102.3.1 Proof of hardship or infeasibility. The applicant shall submit a letter 
indicating the maximum threshold of c9mpliance that is feasible for the project and the ) 
circumstances that create a hardship or make it infeasible to comply fully with this ", 
code. 

SEC. 8.20._. Subsection 102.3.2-Added. 

Subsection 102.3.2 is added to the 2010 California Green Building Standards Code
 
to read as follows:
 

102.3.2 Approval or denial of exemption. The chief building official will' 
,determine if it is infeasible for the project to comply fully with this code and approve an 
alterriative requirement. This alternative requirement can be, but is not limited to, 
reducing the energy efficiency requirement or the amount of green building measures 
required. For all approved exemptions, the project must continue to comply with the 
minimum requirements of the 2008 Building Energy Efficiency Standards (Title 24, 
Part 6) and the mandatory measures of the 2010 California Gr~en Building Standards 
Code. The applicant will be notified of the final decision by the chief building official. 
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SEC. 8.20._. Subsection 102.4-Added. 
...... 

,."". 

Subsection 102.4 i~ added to the 2010 California Green Building Standards Code to 
read as follows: 

102.4 Verification. Documentation of conformance for applicable green building 
measures shall be provided to the city. Alternate methods of documentation shall be 
acceptable when the city finds that the proposed alternate documentation is satisfactory 

.to demonstrate substantial conformance with the intent oftheproposed green building 
measure. 

SEC. 8.20._. Subsection 102.4.1-Added. 

Subsection 102.4.1 is added to the 2010 California Green Building Standards Code 
to read as follows: . 

102.4.1. Self-verification. The burden of proving compliance with" this code is on 
the applicant. The verification profeSSional must provide evidence of adequate green 
building compliance or documentation to the building division to satisfy the 
requirements of this code. . . , 

SEC. 8.20._. Subsection 102.4;1.1-Added. 

Subsection 102.4.1.1 is added to the 2010 California Green Building Standards 
Code to read as follows: . 

102;4.1.1 Verification professional. The applicant or industry professional filing 
on behalf of the applicant must be the individual who verifies the project complies with 
the requirements of this code. . 

1. For residential additions and nonresidential tenant improvements regulated 
by this code, this individual can be a licensed industry professional, an authorized 
tenant or the property owner. 

2." For all nonresidential and residential new construction projects regulated by 
this code, this i,ndividual must be a qualified green building professional with an . 
industry license, such as an architect or contractor, or a professional with similar 
qualifications acceptable to the chief building official. 
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SEC. 8.20._. Subsection 102.4.2-Added. 
-,:'~ 

Subsection 102.4.2 is added to the 2010 California Green Building Standards Code 
to read as follows: 

102.4.2 Noncompliance. If, as a result of any inspection, the City determines that 
th~ project does not or is unlikely to comply with the approved plans or green building 
program, a stop work order shall be issued if the inspector determines that continuation 
of construction activities will lessen the project's ability to meet the required compliance 
threshold. The stop work order shall remain in effect until the chief building official 
determines the project will be brought into compliance with the approved plans and/or 
verification documents. ' 

SEC. 8.20._. Section202-Amended. 

Section 202 of the 2010 California Green Building Standards Code is amended to 
add the following definitions: 

ADDITION. New cOnStr~ctionsquare footage added to an existing structure.­

ALTERNATE GREEN BUILDING STANDARD. A private, third-party green 
building rating system not explicitly referenced in this code thatachieves green 
building goals through a comprehensive checklist of requirements. To use an alternate 
standard, the applicant mustprove it is at least equivalentto the referenced green 
building stqndard. ' 

APPLICANT. Any entity or any subsequent owner of the site that applies to the 
city for the applicable permits to undertake any project types regulated by this code. 

AREA OF IMPROVEMENT. The area (in square feet) where interior building 
improvements are proposed./ Such improvements can include, but are not limited to, 
painting, installing carpet or flooring; replacing or upgrading mechanical, electrical or 
plumbing systems. ­

CITY. City means the City of Mountain View. 

ENFORCING AGENCY. The community development department in the City of 
Mountain View as specified by this code. 

GREEN POINT RATED (GPR). Refers toa residential green building rating 
system developed by Build It Green. Projects can use any of the adopted GPR checklists 
that most appropriately apply to the project type proposed. ­
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GREEN BUILDING CERTIFICATION INSTITUTE (GBCJTM). Oversees and 
administers the building certifications and professional designations for the U.S. Green 
Building Council'sLEED® Green Building Rating Systems™. 

LEADERSHIP IN ENERGY AND ENVIRONMENTAL DESIGN (LEED®). 
Refers to a green building rating system developed by U.S. Green Building Council for 
residential and nonresidentia\ projects. Projects can use any of the adoptedLEED® 
checklists that most appropriately apply to the project type proposed. 

MEET THE INTENT. To demonstrate compliance with the green building 
requirements of LEED® or GPR without formally submitting documentation to ' 
U.S. Green Building Council's Green Building Certification Institute or Build It Green, 
for verification and certification. The applicant mustfollow the approaches and, 
procedures in the guidebook or reference guides for respective rating systems and 
submit the required documentation and verification materials as outlined in Section 102 
of this code to the community development department. This includes meeting all 
mandatory prerequisites and ,minimum point totals of each category, if required per the 
rating system. 

' 

, MIXED-USE. The construction of a building or'buildings that include both 
commercial and residential uses. " 

NONRESIDENTIAL BUILDING. Any building constructed or occupied for a 
use other than residential, which may include, but is not limited to, commercial or hotel 
uses. 

PROJECT. Any proposed development that is regulated by this code. 

QUALIFIED GREEN BUILDING PROFESSIONAL. A licensed professional, 
such as an architect or contractor, trained through the Green Building Certification 
Institute as aLEED Ap® or through Build It Green as a certified green building 
professional, or Similar qualifications if acceptable to the chief building official. 

SELF-VERIFICATION. Verification by the applicant or a qualified green building 
professional that the project,has met the standards as indicated for the project type set 
forth in this cod,e. 

SQUARE FEET (GROSS). The gross square footage of a structure includes all 
floor area enclosed within the walls,of the structure (measured from the outside 
perimeter of the wall). 

TENANT IMPROVEMENTS. Any owner or authorized agent who intends to 
enlarge, alter or change the occupancy of a building or structure, or to erect, enlarge, 
alter or convert any electrical, gas, mechanical or plumbing system, the installation of 
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which is regulated by the California Building Code, or to cause any such work to be 
done, shall obtain the required permit and must comply with the requirements 
included in this code. 

ZONING PERMIT. Any discretionary permit approval from the planning 
division that includes conditions of approval. . 

SEC. 8.20._. Subsection 303.1.1.-Amended. 

Subsection 303.1.1 of the 2010 California Green Building Standards Code is 
amended to read as follows: 

303.1.1 Tena,nt improvements. The provisions of this code shall apply to the 
applicable tenant or occupant improvements to a project. 

SEC. 8.20._. . Subsection 4.106.2-Amended. 

. Subsection 4.106.2 of the 2010 California Green Building Standards Code is 
amended to read as follows: 

4.106.2 Storm water drainage and retention during construction. Projects which 
disturb less than one acre of soil and are not part of a larger common plan of 
development which in total disturbs one acre or more, shall manag~ storm water.:.• ,} 
drainage during construction.. In order to manage storm water drainage during 
construction, one or more of the following measures.shall be implemented to prevent 
flooding of adjacent property, prevent erosion arid retain soil runoff on the site. 

1. Retention basins of sufficient size shall be utilized to retain storm water on 
the site. 

2. Where storm water is conveyed to a public drainage system, collection point, 
gutter or similar disposal method, water shall be filtered by use of a barrier system, 
wattle or other!method approved by the enforcing·agency. 

3. Storm water pollutant control measures must be installed at construction sites 
year round, in compliance with Section 35.32.10.1(T) of the Mountain View city code. . 
The storm water pollutant control measures listed in the ordinance include erosion 
control, run-on and runoff control, sediment control, active treatment (as appropriate), 
good site management and nonstorm water management through all phases of 
construction until the site is fully stabilized-by landscaping or the installation of 
permanent erosion control measures. 
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SEC. 8.20._. Subsection 4.304.1-Amended. 

Subsection 4.304.1 of the 2010 California Green Building Standards Code is
 
amended to read as follows:
 

4.304.1' Compliance with local water-efficient landscape ordinance. Projects 
with landscape areas' of 1,000 square feet or greater must comply with the City of 
MoUntain View's Water Conservation in Landscaping Regulations, pursuant to 
Chapter 36, Article Xll-A, Division A36,32 of the City Cod~. Projects with landscape 
areas of less than 1,000 square feet must comply with the requirements of ' 
Section 4.304.2 of this code. 

1. Controllers shall be weather- or soil moisture-based controllers that 
automatically adjust irrigation in response to changes in plants.' needs as weather 
conditions change. 

2.' Weather- and soil moisture-based controllers without integral rain sensors or 
cOmlnunication systems that account for local rainfall shall have a separate wired or 
wireless rain sensor which connects or communicates with the controller(s). ' 

, 

Note: More information regardihg irrigation controller function and specifications 
is available from theirtigation association. 

SEC. 8.20._'. Subsection 4.408.1-Amended. 

,Subsection 4:408.1 of the 2010 California Green Building Standards Code is 
amended to read as follows: 

4.408~1 Compliance with local construction and demolition debris diyersion 
program. Projects adding or constructing 5,000 square feet or more of new floor area 
must comply with the City of Mountain View's Construction and Demolition Debris 
Ordinance, pursuant to Chapter 16,.Artide ill of the city code. Projects 'adding or' 
constructing 5,000 square feet or less of new floor area, if subject to this code, must 
,comply with the requirements of Section 4.408 of this code. 

SEC. 8.2Q._. Subsection 4.408.1.1-,Added. 

Subsection 4.408.1.1 is added to the 2010 California Green Building Standards
 
Code to read as follows:
 

4.408.1.1 Construction waste reduction of at least 50 percent. Recycle and/or 
salvage for reuse a minimum of 50 percent of the nonhazardous construction and 
demolition debris, or meet a local construction and demolition waste mariagement 
ordinance, whichever is more stringent. 
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Exceptions: 

1. Excavated soil and land-clearing debris. 

2. Alternate waste reduction methods developed by working with local 
agencies if diversion or recycle f~ci1ities capable of compliance with this item do not 
exist or are not locate9 reasonably close to the jobsite. 

SEC. 8.20._. Subsection4.408.3-Added. 

Subsection 4.408.3 is added to the 2010 California Green Building Standards Code 
to read as follows: 

4.408.3 Excavated soil and land clearing debris. One hundred percent (100%) of 
trees, stumps, rocks and associated vegetation and soils resulting primarily from land 
clearing shall be reused or recycled. For a phased project, such material may be 
stockpiled on-site until the storage site is developed. 

SEC. 8.20._·.. Subsection 4.410.2-Added. 

Subsection 4.410.2 is added to the 2010 California Green Building Standards Code 
to read as follows: . '.') 

..,..... 

4.410.2 Recycling by occupants. Provide readily accessible areas that serve the 
entire building and are identified for the depositing, storage and collection of 
nonhazardous materials for recycling, including (at a minimum) paper, corrugated 
cardboard, glass, plastics and metals. 

SEC..8.20._. Subsection 4.410.2.1-Added. 

Subsection 4.410.2.1 is added to the 2010 California.Green Building Standards 
Code to,-. read as follows: 

4.410.2.1 Sample ordinance. Space allocation for recycling areas shall comply 
with Chapter 18, Part 3, Division 30 of the public resources code. Chapter 18 is known 
as the California Solid Waste Reuse and Recycling Access Act of 1991 (Act). 

"{, "~II 
~ ..;,~ .... ' 
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SEC. 8.20._. Subsection 4.503.1-Amended. 

Subsection 4.503.1 of the 2010 California Green Building Standards Code is
 
amended to read as follows:
 

4.503;1 .General. Any installed gas fireplace shall be a direct:"vent sealed­
combustion type.. Any installed wood stove or pellet stove shall comply with U.S. EPA 
Phase IT emission limits where applicable. Wood stoves, pellet stoves and fireplaces . 
shall also comply with applicable local ordinances.. Mountain View city code Chapter 8, 
Article I, Division IV shall be referenced for wood-burning appliances. 

SEC. 8.20._. Subsection 4.504.2.4---,.Amended. 

Subsection 4.504.2.4 of the 2010 California Green Building Standards Code is
 
amended to read as follows:
 

4.504.2.4 Verification. Verification of compliance with this section shall be 
provided at the request of the City of Mountain View. Documentation may include, but 
is not 1i~ted to, the: following: 

1. Manufacturer's product specification.. 

2. . Field verification of on-site product containers. 

SEC. 8.20._. Subsection 5.106.1-Amended. 

Subsection 5.106.1 of the 2010 California Green Building Standards Code is
 
amended to read as follows:
 

5.106.1 Storm water sediment and erosion control plan. For newly constructed 
projects of less than one acre, develop and implement a storm water sediment and . 
erosion control plan that' has been designed specific to its site. The storm water 
sedimentand erosion control plan shall be developed to provide equivalent protection 
to projects regulated by the state storm water NPDES construction permit (greater than 

. one acre'of disturbed land), and Section 35.32.10.1(T)of the Mountain View city code. 
, The storm water pollutant control measures that shall be included in the plan include 

erosion control,run-on and runoff control, sediment control, advanced treatment (as 
appropriate), good site management and nonstorm water management through ail 
phases of construction imtil it is fully stabilized by landscaping or the installation of 
permanent erosion control measures. . 

/ 
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Note: No state permit is required, but construction best management practices 
(BMPs) as approved by the City of Mountain View shall be followed. BMPs include, 
but are not limited to, the following: . 

1. Erosion and sediment control BMPs: 

a. Scheduling construction activity. 

b. Preservation of natural features, vegetation and soil. 

c. Drainage swales or lined ditches to control storm water flow. 

d. Mulching or hydroseeding to stabilize soils. 

e. Erosion control covers to protect slopes. 

f. Protection of storm drain inlets (gr~vel bags ,or catch ba~in inserts). 

g. Perimeter sediment control (perimeter silt fence, fiber rolls). 

h. Sediment trap or sediment basin to retain sediment .on-site. 

i. Stabilized construction exits. . '. .)
:: .. '>. 

j. Wind erosion control. 

2. Housekeeping BMPs: 

a. Material handling and waste management. 

b.Building materials stockpile management. 

c. Management of washout areas (concrete, paints, stucco, etc.). 

d. Control of vehicle/equipment fueling to contractor's staging area. 

e. Vehicle and equipment cleaning performed off-site. 

f. Spill prevention and control. 
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SEC. 8.20._. Subsection 5.302.1-Amended. 

Subsection 5.302.1 of the 2010 California Green Building Standards Code is 
amended to add the following definition:

. '. 

NEW WATER SERVICE. A site that has not been connected to the City's water 
distribution system as determined by the public works department.. 

SEC. 8.20._. Subsection 5.304.1-Amended. 

Subsection 5.304.1 of the 2010 California'Green Building Standards Code is 
amended to read as follows: 

" \ 

5.304.1 Compliance with Local Water-Efficient Landscape Ordinance. Projects 
with landscape areas of 1,000 square feet or greater must comply with the CitY's Water 
Conservation in Landscapmg Regulations, pursuant to Chapter 36, Article Xli-A, 
Division A~6.32 of the city code. Projeds with landscape areas of less than 1,000 square 
feet must comply with the requirements of Section 5.304. 

SEC. 8.20._. Subsection 5.304.2-Amended.. 

Subsection 5.304.2 of the 2010 California Green Building Standards Codeis 
. '. '., amended to read as follows: 

5.304.2 Water budget. A water budget shall be developed for landscape irrigation 
use that conforms to theLocal Water-Efficient Landscape Ordinance or to the California 
Department of Water Resources Model Water-Efficient Landscape Ordinance where no 

. local ordinance is applicable. 

Note: Prescriptive measures to assist in compliance with the water budget are listed in 
Sections 492.5 through 492.8, 492.10 and 492.11 of the ordinance, which may be found 
.at: http://www.owue.water.ca.govllandscape/ord/ord.cfm. 

SEC. 8.20._. Subsection 5.304.3-Amended. 

Subsection 5:304.3 of the 2010 California Green Building Standards Code is 
amended to read as follows: . 

5.304.3 Outdoor potable water use. For new water· service for landscaped areas. 
between 1,000 square feet and 5,000 square feet (the level at which Water Code §535 
applies), separate meters or submeters shall be installed for indoor and outdoor potable 
water use. 
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SEC. 8.20._. Subsection 5.304.4-Amended. 
,',. 

Subsection 5.304.4 of the 2010 California Green Buil<#ng Standards Code is
 
amended to read as follows:
 

5.304.4 irrigation design. In new nonresidential construction with between
 
1,000 arid 2,500 square feet of landscaped area (the level~t which the MLO applies),
 
install irrigation controllers and sensors which include the following criteria, and meet
 
manufacturer's recorrimendations. '
 

SEC. 8.20._. Subsection 5.304.4.1-Amended. 
, 

Subsection 5.304.4.1 of the 2010 California Green Building Standards Code is
 
amended to read as follows:
 

5.304.4.1 Irrigation controllers. Automatic irrigation system controllers installed
 
at the time of final inspection shall comply with the following:
 

1. Controllers shall be weather- or soil moisture-based controllers that
 
automatically adjust irrigation in response to changes in plants' needs as weather
 
conditions change. '
 

2. Weather- and soil moisture-based controllers without integral rain sensors or "J 
communication systems that account for local rainfall shall have a separate wiredor·j 

wireless rain sensor whichconnects or communicates with the controller(s). Soil 
moish,rre,..based controllers"are notrequired to have rain sensor input. 

. Note: More information regarding irrigation controller function and specifications is 
available from the Irrigation Association. 

SEC. 8.20._. Subsection5.408.1-Amended. 

Subsection 5.408.1 of the 2010 California Green Building Standards Code is
 
amended to read as follows:
 

5.408.1, Compliance with local construction and demolition debris diversion
 
program. Projects adding, constructing or renovating 5,000 square feet or more of floor
 
area must comply with the <;::ity of Mountain View's Construction and Demolition
 
Debris Diversion Ordinance, pursuant to Chapter 16, ArtiCle III of the city code.
 
Projects adding or constructing 5,000 square feet or less of floor area, if subject to this
 
code, must comply with the requirements of Section 5.408 of this code.
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SEC. 8.20._. Subsection 5.408.1.1-Added. 

Subsection 5.408.1.1 is 'added to the 2010 California Green Building Standards 
Code to read as follows: ' 

5.408.1.1 Construction waste diversion. Establish a construction waste 
management plan for the diverted materials, or meet local construction and demolition 
waste management ordinance, whichever is more stringent. 

SEC. 8.20._'. Subsection 5.503.1-,Amended.. 

Subsection 5.503.1 of the 2010 California Green Building Standards Code is 
amended to read as follows: 

5.503.1 General. Install only a direct-vent sealed-combustion gas or sealed wood­
burning fireplace, or a sealed wood stove or pellet stove, and refer to residential 
requirements in the California Energy Code, Title 24, Part 6, Subchapter 7, Section 150. 
Wood stoves, pellet stoves and fireplaces shall comply with applicable local ordinances. 
,Mountain View city code Chapter 8, Article I, Division IV shall be referenced for wood 
burning appliances. 

SEC. 8.20._. Subsection 5504.4.3.2-Amended. 

Subsection 5.504.4.3.2 of the 2010 California Green Building Stapdards Code is 
amended to read as follows: 

5.504.4.3.2 Verification. Verification of compliance with this section shall be 
provided at the request of the City of Mountain View. Documentation may include, but 
is not limited to, the following: ' 

1. Manufacturer's product specification. 

'2. Field verification of on-site product containers." 

Section 2. The provisions of this ordinance shall be effective thirty (30) days from ' 
and after the date of its adoption. 

Section 3. If any section, subsection, sentence, clause or phrase of this ordinance is 
for any reason held to be unconstitutional, such decision shall not affect the validity of 
the other remaining portions of this ordinance. The City Council hereby declares that it 
would have passed this ordinance and each section, subsection, sentence, clause or 
phrase thereof, irrespective of the fact that anyone or more sections, subsections, 
sentences, clauses or phrases be declared unconstitutional. . 
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Section 4. Pursuant to Section 522 of the Mountain View City Charter, it is ordered 
that copies of the foregoing proposed ordinance be posted at least two (2) days prior to ..:~j 
its adoption in three (3) prominent places in the City and that a single publication be 
made to the official newspaper of the City of a notice setting forth the title of the 
ordinance, the date of its introduction, and a list of the places where copies of the 
proposed ordinance are posted. . . 

AG/7/0RD 
807-03-22-110-E/\ 

-25­



Attachment 6. 

City of Mountain View 

Energy Efficiency Reach Code 
. Cost Effectiveness An,alysis ' 

Prepared by: 
Global Green USA 

Farber Energy Associates 

March 13, 2011 



\. 

".:. .' 
.... 



Background 

Public Resources Code Section 25402.1 (h)2 and Section 10-106 of the Building Energy 
Efficiency Standards (Standards) establish a process that allows local adoption of 
energy standards that are more stringent than the statewide Standards. This process 
allows local govemments to adopt and enforce energy standards before the statewide 
Standards eff~ctive date; require additional energy conservation measures, and/or set 
more stringent energy budgets. Because these energy standards "reach" beY9nd the 
minimum requirertlents of Title 24, Part 6 of the California Building Code, theY,are 
commonly referred to as Reach Codes. 

The process for adopting a Reach Code requires that local governments apply to the 
CalifbmiaEnergy Commission (CEC) for approval. As part of the application the 
applicant jurisdiction must prepare a Cost Effectiveness StUdy that provides the basis of 
the local government's,determination that the proposed Reach Code Standards are cost­
effective. Once the CEC staff·has verified that the local Reach Code Standards will 
require buildings to use no 'more energy than the current statewide Standards and that 
the documentation requirements in Section 10-106 are met, the application is brought 
before the full Califomia Energy Commission for approval. 

Energy Efficiency Analysis Methodology 

This Cost Effectiveness Study.consists of an,analysis of the building types and 
performance threshol~s Hsted in Table 1. The 200~ Buil~,ng, ~nergy Efficiency Standards 
(2008 Standards), which became effective JallLJary 1, 2010, have been used as the 
baseline for calculating the energy performance of effiCiency ,measures summarized in 
this study. . . ' .'., " . 

Table 1: Efficiency Thresholds Used in Cost-Effectiveness Study 
Building,:-Type . .' . "': " . ~ 

Low-Rise Residential (3 stories and below) . 
Percenta"e Better.than 2008 Title '24, Part 6 
15% 
15% ' , 

·.5% 
5% 
7% . 
10% 
10% 

Hil:!h-RiseResidential (4 stories andl:!reater) 
HoteUMotel . , 

Non-Residential Cold Shell (no HVAC, nolil:!htinl:!) . 
Non-Residential Wann Shell (HVAC, no Iil:!htinl:!)" 
Non-Residential Full Build Out .' 
Non-residentianightinl:! Orily' 

In collaboration with City staff, a series of prototypical buildings for residential and non­
residential construction w~re identified that represent building types constructed' in the 
past five years in the City and building types that are predicted to be constructed in 
future years. The prototypes are shown in Table 2. 

. -'-,-, . 
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Table 2: Prototype Buildings 
Building Type Square Footage Title 24 Standard' 

Low-Rise Res 
Low-Rise Res 

, 

Low-Rise Res 
Hioh-Rise Res 
Hotel/Motel 
,Non-Res 
Non-Res 
Non-Res 
Non~Res 

Non-Res, 

Non-Res Lighting 

Single-Family Residential 1,800 ' 
Sinole·Family Residential 3,600 
Multi-Family Townhouse (8-unit) 12,000 
Multi-Family Apartment (80-unit), 100,000 
Hotel (80-unit) 100;000 
Small Retail 4,000' 
Medium Retail 20,000 
Laroe Retail 140,000 
Medium Office 60,000 
Large Office 160,000 

Tenant Improvement Non-residential lighting only 20,000 

For each prototype building, a mix of common efficiency, measures was selected for a 
baseline condition (building achieving Title 24 compliance) and for a proposed condition 
consistent with the values in Table 1. The efficiency levels were established in , 
consideration of the follOWing: 

, 1. other cities reach code thresholds; 
2.	 maintaining consistency with statewide energy efficiency rebate programs; 
3.	 maintaining consistency with the approach taken by LEED®1 arid Green Point
 

Rated green building' rating' programs;
 
4.	 h~vingachievable efficiency standards for projects permitted in the City; and ,') , 
5.	 input from the energy modeling consultant on the feasibility of thresholds -' 
•.	 ' b~~,~d9n m~,mo~.~,IPlJ~P.4~~!,." '" ", ,," ',,' • ,,', " , ' " 

The deSign choices to, meet estabhshed performan~ thresholds were made In , 

consultation' with'City staffwith the intent of selecting typical construction strategies. ' 

All buildings are modeled as squ~re'in plan, except the townhouse building, which is 
modeled as an elongated row of units: All lOW-rise residential buildings are modeled with 
the prescriptive c.ompliance baseline of 20% glazing tof/oor area ratio, glaz{ng equally' 
distributed in each cardinal orientation, except for the townhouse building which has the, 
20% glazing allowance distributed 45% on each of the long walls; arid 5% on .~ach of the 
short walls. The high-rise residential building, hotel/motel building, and the office , 
buildings are modeled with the prescriptive baseline of 40% glazing to wall ratio for each 
of the four cardinal oriented Walls. The retail bUildings are modeled with a 40% glazing to 
wall ratio (as retail buildings often only h;=lVeglazing facing the front). To r~pr~sent a 
worst case, scenario the glazing was placed on the South-facing elevation. Skylights' 
were only modeled for the large retail building-:- at 5% of the roof area. 

The following tables indicate the baseline building efficiency measures included ,to meet 
the 2008 Standards (column 2, "Baseline") and the energy features that were modeled to 
enable the proposed design to use less energy (on a TDV basis) than the 2008 
Standards (column 3, "Proposed"), in accordance with the Ordinance thresholds shown 
in Table 1. In addition to analyzing the impact of an array of efficiency measures that 

)
1 LEED is a trademark owned by the U.S. Green Building Council. 
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. S 610 S09 

u.1 $ .101 
Nl':;'l,~~~':~~·,"!,-\:;";<:';··,'J,:<t:,r,;~·:",::~·,~',-:-:;;~r-J;n-.:~'.;",;' !-,","~,-:.{:;';-'t:J.~~~, ,·:.~:r.h\?u;,,'~:;J-,~~':f1~7~~ 

5 veer $430 

HERS Duct Leak••• Test 161 
lAir Con Jtloner SEER. 
HERS AC Tut 
Domestic: Hot Water Heater 

ual ItIS1.llatlon Insta n ..~ . 
Jnc:rementlll Constru on Cost 0 Effldencv Measures . 

Return on Investment·· . 40GIb 
Annu.1 ROI .. ' 3'110 
Percent of Est:Irnsted Construction cost ' O.22lMt . 

Meastm&::;~~,~";~~*';ii:,'lt;;;r..':,::'~~"i!f':~::';:~~::XHt~·jW~9>.~~~.~"':-~:if:l<;-\~~.;,r,·?'jBaseUne'1,li:t,:"~:-;,1·;' S~ J;-; Hotest7d:='::)j~~':~"'~""''':I;~':':~~:'!'}''';~;~·~;;~';;;i;l:);i~X:;~::;;-::';;::, ntal~:Est: ij.tlfi'd.m:~;!":,' 

9.;>;'i'-:~!9.<-':;;'1.~:f ~'l~{.''''...1!l,~:~.ll'~?!S,~ ,';'i:~4·',~~'~~:J-~~~:H~.U··.r.;~ t. ,'..::",.~ ...~ :r-~.~;'; .~I.I..'-:=~,' ,~I:l";'t,V;liW ~"l.('I.'J~j',,~;;,' (:.'S~·,·:tv.';r;""""'!Jr;:';~-'J<.~~; f;-'<-i.'>j,,' ,,::'~' !-:."~~ ,~, t:,~~.~~·~"l;'~'Y."~~,l'': ~ ,;-;)r,-5 i':'<~;;"~J. "';';.-;i.:{'~~ miniltV.~;:' max ~JI\:-{!~; ;J :.:j~;",~,~ 

I 96 
58 

';954 
.'39 

SO . 'SO SO 
360 $432 . S396 

00 SO, SO 
SOO 600 ,:\'.-, SO 

o. ' '. fI', 0 ", 0 
O' 0'" 0 
O' O' ""-. 0 

o 0 
S360 • "$540 i~se 

o 

SOD 816 c1000 or 1100 

Insl nlfteant Alvin 5 . 

1 unit· 

ISO.10-0.15 Sf cost 5 

1$0.10-0.12 sfccst 5 

~;' .' 

ves 
14 

R·13 
90% 
6 

20'110 
'.40 .40 

R-30 

no .. 
;,,' flJnkless." -' .• ,\ 

no' " 

os 
13 

20% . 
;41.42 
R-30 
ves 
R-13 
80'K0 
6 

. %o'CFA 
5HG 

Radiant "arrier 
walls 
Fer=! IIlr Un~ AFUE 
Duet: Insulation 
HERS Duct Leekeo. Test 
Air Con itloner SEER. 

......B~: ..:,';'~:'.~';~":~"'P"'?:.;;;i~W.".~"?;:.;::'. ~':Ili'i:::'iW'~i''''': 'i"r.",,,,.,,,,~~. 

.','.' 

Percent of estimated Construction Cost O.2~ 
., .'.,.. , .•'':'';.1'''. ",,' ,y,,' .. 

~~;'~:""""':"'''''''''O<''''''_~'''<"''''d", min ~';~ '-'~':"~'ti::""''''~''>1~t:',W'~'" :::~':::':I:::";'~C"".,"'.' ';" .. -"~'" 

Radiant Barner IYeS yes 

00 
0 

20200 
as

SO 

0

0 

a 

SO
 
WIllis R·I3. R·13 SO
 
Fer=! IIlr Un~ AFUE 95% 90% .05-0.075 sf sevin • 600 ­
Duct Insulation 6 6
 
HERS Duct Leeke • Test .
 

'; Air.Conditioner SEER. ' J6-/ 14 . .20-0.24 sf AvlnGs 5 "·$2,400 '., 2880 
HERS AC :Test . ' :"",'.J • no no SO 

, Domestic Hot Water Heater' 5t1IndllffI flmkless 8 units: (S1000 or 1100 600 8 16 $3200 S4000 
u InsulatJon Installation' no no
 

_ Increme of Emden Measures'
 
Esttma .
 

,-etfident Measu.... tatBl :"i:;:,')('~:!r~:~i~.:r·:;" ,'-;(-i;'~.i5%'.',~~:,'~~ i''',11.:~ 'J'~,,:,.::,~,;,~',,!~·A·.:-;v.t~';'.~ ;".'.l;c-~':~,~::,,;,.,~;,l.:·~:'~;' .'t:tc- ,~t:..f.'S~";.f"', ~:"'.~~ "~:': \~<' 08 i:"J'.}j)': 

Ina1!!meii1taJ ~ of.EffldencVl'Measures ~~~~ ~'~;.r~ :.: "....':'!;fl'·'ln:i)O;:,:;!;"':";Jr. \It''''n:\._ ~~,':O:~f.: :":J.::.i!~~"i;':?V';;;.l-',:~ :',":f;l:~,::j,..X· : ';';.~~'';1-J ';~~;:~\t\j..' ~:' ~:'~' ':.~", ;\: ';.:;:},l ';i:.;;': :(.....;:~;:" • .':: ;:lJ;;-:So.02 ~~,'Jr{,~ JJ2. ,~~b~~
 

Annu.1 Ene Cost . . $ 3 227 S 693
 
Enet'QY Savlnas annual . . S 534
 
SlmDIeP_t:*b8c:k IS '~t'i~',·I'1~·:I .....:,~.~:;,i~k";':\'~~'!';'i';4.~::;:!'::t'_~.::;;. ;Ii~~·l';,~h:"I:.,1,,-.;::r-, ..'.._·i";::' ,:,·.;r.,"-:,'~1;;:<,1'I~>-.410.t5 .. 

Net Savinos ' 15 r .' $7716
 
Retum on Investment 2624%
 
AnnullIl ROJ.. 175%
 

, Percent 01 EstImated Construction Cost 0.01% 
,": 
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., 
MeMUn!!''':~;;'-' ','.;.;..y.o\l·.!,j\::-~~\'.~J.":;::':il;*}.~·~~'i.i~r,~",~,,!,;.,,;l:"f:'::'F~~"<"':~.~!;-;':~r:':'.,.··;:;· Baseltne",''t:',~;,7;:l.,,;~, ProDOSed'I1S" '';~ Notes·t,~·~·':~·f~;'.!!:~~'l)i9;:-....~.:r::r;Z:/;;r,~~·';..".:'~;;::;~;' '&;£.~<1".;''i Inaemental'«:ost'.Est; ;r*,~~:J,c;r,.~ir;.~~ 

· Fenestration Area % or CFA 40% 40% 0 
Roof Insulation _ R·35 R·35 0 
COol Roof .... os 0liWf (U SHGC ~r3:tt+R-5 ~r;tt+R-5 1.J0-$1.95/sfofwlndowBrea 15 $5.20~ 1800 650~ 

no no $0 $0 SO 
Fenestretlon S In no no $0 ,$0. • SO 
SDac:e Heat Boller . 801M1 90%­ l~' .03·0.05 lncrease· .$3000 ,. 5 DOD .,/ $4.000 
Duet Insulation 4.2 no not 05ed .10-0.15 sf savl ·$10 000 ·$15 00 ;'$12 500 

8O'lI> 90%, , , .'. $0.03-0.05 sf Increase ­ S3 000 S5 000 S4.000 
no S25 000 'SSO 000 ' S31 500 

r conditioner 13 16 SO $0 I" .' SQ 

Uohtino Power defllult defllua SO SO ,SO 
Incremental Construction Cost 0 de Measures $26 200 f $52 800 $39 500 

meted Le r Com 40% S10480 S21 120 15 800 
l!ltlmatad lna.me I· 1M I!fIident:...........' total ~,.,!·(."l'l;':.·j:..•.. ··,:.:;·....,...);"~·~~.:!·t.,.,,:..::;.w~·~.;,;:t't~,~ -~';r·> \·','i\~··1'lr,~;i'1"~';·~I .. ,~,;;?;I;",...#o.o,>;'''''~{~~~1~::;;';'i· '~"~.I:; '..:'~0t'I'::}: !i 0 :r:.:1' 73'920 -;;-: IS;'\ili': C~ , ealUres' r 

C ';'.'"''''''''''''''~'1\'''''t''''.Jt'''''''':;;~;;''·'''''''''''''''~''~~'';;~""<"""""""';Q"'" :"''';'''d"(;'','!'''lHi!''i";''~,,'''''h'.i';'\''t''" ,...." 1 "",'", ,53 ,"',.." AD 

· ~:ln s. e~nue ra .\W';.i:\,,-~~:r.''i';';:;'':''~'L,'_''';~<"~ ',!,';':. ;'~"ir['tL;',,/):;;) ·",lJ~'1';:'f::~<:!."<l-:·-:r.:f.l:;. 'i....,.-,I~';~.;,f, !'.-,~:::;,\ 
Net Sevin s 15 r 88-280 
Return on Investment 16O'M. """'" 
Annual ROI.. , 11% 
Po,""nt of, EItlrntted Construtllon Cost ' 0.28%... 
MeUurel:;"ti~~'J-; ..i·!-'::"~:·1~~~:l'c.'i: ;·:~'~r","~,:,,~.; ..·~::q:;:,::i·,;,.~..,~~t; ...":!'!:~:'.<::6·;;;:,~~'i;~~ 8IJselIne;~.I.;':'·~""f: ' 10~ ~! Notes~!':{.o<,~l!i; H'~A.·4.(l~ij,t,~,,,,:-:,,:,;'.':f;f',,~n;:{":.'.~'~::"::;.:;,J.!?;t:',;:..¥· Incnmente .!Cost:Est: fu"7i!:.;:"~~i1-e:.:r: 

-;:;~'!':,'0";' ':.;(~ ~l£·:::-l'£)F'.:;I;'; ';1'~\:~,:l::~: :".,'! :,s1.~~;::;'.:.',.<;.~Y'::': -i: ;,:,til,i.::~ ~_''-:;-~::?;'-;'~:t~ ...-;;.';;::!tIj:,~",<" :tfl~::: :.u·~ tt;:·:-;:c::..;: :.~:::';-.;:-;. ;:;,"~i:, ~~::,,"$\~~~1·';~l;,"":~',':1·:-1~.\,l;':;-.l',H:I!':,~ ': -,;:~ 'Hj;~.i~:.\:;y::z,;".c.....~'t'~, n'[lfi2bi~~ max ~rrf.;':?:?, 1IVa ~:-:irl': t· " 

Insu tlon. R-30 . R-30 0 
COol Roof rum live 0 
OWIU Walls No ni No fum 0 

~ 
nt: San 0 ear Low-E ua ne HGC 0.38 ; '., 0 

ntAree: 40~ 50 wall eree s ~ . 0 
S I hIS: Tint dua~ no ottn rd mete fnlme 1.11 0.51 .8 .49 2.50- 3.75 sf of I ht erea 3500 sf. 16 se.150" S13125 SID 938 

. :,':.', 

FenestrltJonfl!Sn no ed:Ion saw : 20().106 13 476 10045 . 9761 
Ptdceoe AC unl 11.2/80% 13.0 eo'll. .64­ 1.06 InCA!OS1l 5 9 600 148 400 119 000 

~~~~:rl~ 14 co 1.5 WlItts1S~ - .:1 W/SF .163 W/SF O.OS-SO.1 sfSBYI 5 , - ..1,.,oo~ '114 
OOlg~o? 

lnaementa Co Effldencv Measures i., , , • 100 826 129198 
EItlmeted Lebo ' <. 0 331 ' 51 619 

tofEnerav'EfIIdefttMeasures ~ ').,"!~"~.~'~ '"," ~ .. t':""", ",i..,"\;" ''''''';'l;;Jc~·;:-.'''~'~f.t-·,·.~'1' ,"'­ t~,', ..,' 141' '1:1 0' ,J80;&7'7 
lnaemen ,elISUt'eS "S "<,~ C'" ... ·-J,;~Tt'("':', ;f.;f!:J'" ~l , I,.. ~'·~,,-,.,,"~1r.-?i'~!', (,~V.i,'(;;i(h","", l.,"--'i<'1~....),. ~~",,<l~H' ~!. j-{ ~"¥.-:.:::\ '0 1 ';~-i'l '...."~I ,;;.,\;:H!,' ~.;~:~ S1'.01.. ~~1,~:.\·."'.$1~S8 (·.~~,n.S!.:;29, 

Annual Enerov Cost: • . " S 119 306 S 160 615 
En Savin s annuel 18631 

m IS ';':;ill'~,:::l1:·--:,...";..::~t:";;'!~"¢tt:~:::~i9_~\'.::.i:::~~-::t!.,:'i,?(": ~.~i"11:~,~~~4!.:~\1l~:'~o,,1-~ ~r",~ .'if-'!"~P;'!',-:-fi"'i.:'.7 " 
Net 50vln '15 r ' 8 588 
Return on Investment . 1 55% 
Mnue ROI -,: - . 40/0 
Pon:ent of EstIrntted Construction Cost 0.65 

MeasuN:;"i;';';).'~.:';;~".;:'l3"!F.~;·'!:{!-:-~::~'.:f.m~;;j,::~Hi;."'~1-~-1'\*r,,:-.~,~··J:::t~"(;':"'~'~.;.i:!'iBeseUnei~%l~~"'!IProPosed I ~::~ Notes7t0.:j:'Il:"i\,-,,:,,-:~,,~!~!!1f.'l:!.'~·N;:\v~...t;;,,:"~'~~~'f.'i:"'!,';:'::~'.:.,"£"¥!')O Inaemehtaf GOst:EIt,; 'f~3lU"~i 

it"-W;;::'·~;"';",;m;..ig~r:~~-:";!'·l'};~'·~1'!':'\;:~":; ",b..'...~ ~': ~~"':f~-:"f·:C"'~;:':.~:'~;;·~ :~'l;l"i'<",~~,\,;;\ !';~J];l:"~;~",::-~i~,:f' '~'>:J f';;~!:(~~V':.~-_"-'J:~:'<!~~:' .' '-l(-,1"\."'1!"t.-:>ltl.~tl~,·;~"!i":.!.~;"t{;\:'''1lfi;rr~~··~!f,::~~,i1.;;;<~3:·i"'.~o;'."min'f ~ ~;-:ji~~ JnaX;n.·!ttfi'J <:.5;....?~;;., 

Roof Insulation R-30 '. R'30 0 
· COol Roo tive It . I...·, I... 0 '. 
, Wei Insulation wood fnlme R-19 R·19 " 0 ,. ,­ "0 

Fixed Store nt: Sole n 60 ear Low-E dual- Ina SHGC 0.38 0 r 
Storefront Area: 40'" of south well erel! 0 ~.. 0 

Measu·re'-~~i~~Nt,.J~~"'I,;t:~~:.·~·"~.;';.;r;,lhj'.f·~=t:\("?;~].-:·V·;'::,,,~.~;~:I'.,,·.\;;:.·:,:; :,,_:~.:-::~<,,;,~,,;~,., Baseline';l:::~~" ~~:':'\ 1~ ::' Notes~,:t:lft:.~~*~·-;·;:.·;,~"r.~~'t'~~.~;t:·,~-::tt:.·;~~·;i~·'·:'7:?';'~;~.i"!-.'fC·b!'::· 1naementa1 cost·est; JMi:-'.1'ifflI5:~ 

t!'0--d~:'; ,~,~~, :_::;:::.rJ{;rr;;,:~:~,~::·;,:~~·.:j~~"'~,~~i\'.r"3.\Y·:·::..:~\ ;:.'<;:;'1 "i.:;~i.';tT_-j.§ : :~.;:;;:: ',; ",...:1.';, ~)'r;h'-k' .r;;'..).'\':it.l'l~;~' ,i"~'; ,.:,"; ;;', \11 ~:,,*~~;:,,-~'~; ': ;';,~(? ·"iJ It :..;~;:; ..~, t ;,I','::r.·;;;.-)I:'r""~'?: ':.~;~ '~../ ~ .l{:~;,-;;tc.:;·;r,··, :;';~~" min it~::i·~:it' max ~~. ~~~:;:t f~~:.:\"'~~· 

o 
5826 

12800 
'­ 1000 

o 

ro ettion saw f8cades: 100-106 sf 13 
.64- 1.06 sf Increase 5 

.05- 0.1 sf 

R-24 

no 

13.080'll. 
1.025 W 5F 

27858 25 385 
2413 

R-24 
os 

R-19 us R-5 

no 
no 
11.2/80% 
1.10 W F 

SHGCO.38 

17626 
1050 

Measu...· total :;," ,L· ..~fJ;:: ;.~: :~;:':' ;.':~·m?i~::'::' ....,!.'--~:",:,~,~~~.t ~::,l" _:t-;,~tr-':<l<:.1:'%'1:~' ....,...; ~.·v,;;i-.1lt'~"-'!;~~~f»::<-4~~m~'l;'h f 4'676 
-.; ',(·H': ;:>":',;·1·~.:1::.~1,';:,J~":,;-;-~2..';' '.? ,;:.;t:-.:.-:,,~,· ",,~\<.:!·'I;>\'~"'''; :~~~ ~,:'.~ ;.;. :'.'~',I;"'.:"l:; '1eJ\,;; :'t.<.." !~~,I~f;:ii~': ~;~'.r,1-l,~!'l i!A;;~~c!::,~'-!:;: ;~.;; .";~~.~;:' :f,-.-"~· "i;~';: 1'.23 

SF 

Measures 

ear Low-E duDf­
Willi Brea 

;t~\',~";r,.\~~;~·!r\r- '~"U~'-'-'JY',~·"~'·"'~'·'~·'..'·:C""'';"':'''' ~' '. ·~;,""·~·,~':;'/':\\;.;l;': "I:. :-.' ·';""·.;~..;!'l·,;, .12.2.~ 

6994 
23% 

2'llo 
0.15% 

',)
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, \ .. .; ': 

Notes :\~.~l~;:-::".;;,~":.'J.:,. "j~::lO~?"1\ :;.·r.·:":,:.'·~j::,..""~~i1r~-;t~;.yt!".-;J!1::! 

fenestretlon Area ~ or CFA 40% 40% 
Insulat on R-35 R.-35 

Coo Roo es: 
Freme Walls R-13 batt R-13 batt 
Ex sed Floor R·8 R·8 
'enestra on U SH .7 ,40 .47 .38 

:;...\f!·;'"ir.t- saseltne;..:.'N\!.'~'~": ;. Pro ~ :'I{'':Meesure~f·~'·'";1-~·_';./::·f~l~;"~,·~!:::'.,;_:P'-·:';':·,r.:,,,:;·.,;::::""·'.:-~;;:"~~1'·\$·~':'r(8~";· .....f; 

Ins " cant cost 
lhts no· no 

Fenestratton Shaelln no s ra eetion: s&.w cades 100-106 13 
Duct IniUlII on sta II mndard 
DHW Water Boller . "~ 80% 90% .03-0.05 sf Increase - 5 
Solar Therma 25% offset no no 
Common Aru SDace con Itlonlnq 13 SEER ._ 15 SEER. 0.10-0.15 s cost 5 
Room H.I~n, Ind Cool n' 11 EfR 2.89 CO 12 EER .3.2 cop.. .10-0.15 sf cost 5 
Uohtin, _er ." defoull . defaull 

::::uagO~~~e~n .!~~·:::,,::~,,;~;:~:::.~;:;;;;~::~~::~.~~;~,,~:,~.:,~;~:c~~~:;:.;:;~~~~;:~,;;~;;,;~~;;~:~::~:;~,;~:~::;~:;:~,~~::',:: I.:;: ,:t~;llit.~. iii
 
Annue Enerov Cost 5 87 901 5 83 372 . 
Ene savin s IMUII $ .. 529 

m 8 
533148 

Return on Investment 
Net savin 15 fir 

< ~ •• . 95%, , 

6'110 
Percent of Estimated Ccnstru on Cost :.' 
Annue ROI 

! :' 0.17% .. 

I & ••• 

MeasuntlC~~;'~;:}:>.:;;:~,;;~mt.;;~:t~~;'..'}',?<':t:i~!£i~~~fi'::'>:.')-~;:1.i:-.':l!~'::1i:l:JZl(':,'!.,~,r,Basetlne~;.'-~lS:",;,;,! 10~ t:~ ...·~:,lw';NGtes~;;q."(,~YS;:~:t.~:-'i1"-s.·/"';h:','1--rt~;_\;~:)·~;r::'~··;!:j,~ JnCrementaliaasttEst: :wrJ~.;?-.'t':':5 

..';·:"~;t:~~.~ll:;:""~~6~~'il:-",--:.;.·<;-~n;.~~~r~.~:'~;'-"':':~)·i~:~·:',W;~.~.lftf:;::;':;~'-~~'l.:iC~-:':"~"1'f.-'l P.:fS-l:>,v.~fl,~ ....,o~"-'t;,:.o ,'~~-:'~!I.".:!l"i;~j.t\."~ •. £:::;'~;i~~::i;:t~·~::'':j;';'''~''\~~·j::·;~~l;,.."V!i.~~,s:,i.~*il~LJ.·.::::?i:;I.:: mln';'~1\;-;\~ max~iP.N'To-."'l .•~~:"1<:: 

RooflnsuJetion'"": . ,.: ," C· ''; •.'' .},' R-20 R-30 ..' o.so-n.oo/so.ft. of ",of .... 16 .' ·520000 $40000 530000
 
Coo Roof live It . YeS.
 

WZII1Insulation metelfnlme ~ ~:. R·t9 '. R-19.,.
 
~ - - ',' '-j' .n.41 .77.38 1.30-1.5li55fofwlndoware8 15
I 

~ ItBndard metel ,",me no no 

eke AC units ~~. • ' . , ,. ~~.2 80% ~;% bolle:' .195 IcWlton chlner'
 
ve allowance 1.5 W8 F .86 W SF .80 W SF 0.025-$0.05 sf savlnas 5
 

14 ~
 

of EffIdencv Measures
 
. '" .. _ _.iiiil. ,~,-', EstImated tna.rnentil1,Cost,ot etndent ........... total tZI,,, ,i.'~;'·:<',·li:~.',""'01.~;~,', ·.!J.f,;",··~;';':l.t1I·f"'I-:;:7, f"I!I';·~~W";..J.h.,,~"1,()\ & ..,t;4 V,l""~.-: "11.r.~,,..:\ 

. JncRmental'Cost·of.' -.Meesures ... 'i.!'"~'.:"r;$t.r,::.a:..;!;c~ ...,t..,·h":' ,,~~?,; ; *-? ~rA.~-;;;;'J;t~·;;":·E:~;tR:l;lJ~":'f':(i'f't'1~-:'" .,'J"?~:.s::~ .:cT.1-\."',,- <;-:,r~, '. " "'J'P;.t<.<{~" 

....' :;~:.:~'k;"r",."""~"';",'.<"',,,",,,,>,,, "\i'~''':::::: i."",·.,,,~l~~ 
Return on Investment. 122% 
Annual ROI .. " 8'llo 
Percent of Estimated Construction Cost 0.66'M1 

Inaemental~Cost.est.:- ~~~~iJj,~ 

o 
o 
o 

o 
712 9234 '$8;973 

0 o o 
3 000 5000 000 

0 
500 2 500 
500 14 250 11 875 

SO 0 0 

'. 50 . SO . SO 
. $0 

$2080 1$3120'. $2600 
$0 SO $0 

100 ~ al500: ~ 
-$4.000 - 000
 

$0
 
118 080
 
$47232 
16S~ • 

'Jtr- 1.03 ~~;: ,-. 1:.62 

Measure~~"-;' ~.:;;":'?m-;:.~",r,~;:-f;'·,':;"I~.,,;·g·'it·!:;.,l:i. 'f:; "~.-:~.:>I·..~.W'i~:~' .._·:"~~"'t:s<-?.~~ BI!IseI1ne ....­ ..m:;.":J:;~ 10'1. ':<' Notes::i~~"!:\~·~::_~~~l~7-"~ ~,~O!.:l~1-rl:f;:'):.;;',\,··li·,"J.l.~J;:.'"'· Jnaoemental:COSt Eit: t.~~~'a.~i:r'¥~" 

~ ',~i;''!J;:?;'r~1'::;.:.::';: :-,1~~,:V:"':~~~;.l:.,;~. ',",~ ::,W"" -;Y. ii..'.":'1.;:':::(: ·~·'\';:'J-"'S~:'~-":I":.n:':\~ l;'?_":'~' t'.~:"'!'I';·~i~~:,,: "':-;-,'r;:';:~~.',··",'~·'_::~·:'l:";) ~\....,::,:",-.;.lf':~:~:~ :;:<:;~.~ .... :::;'.t:f:.: ~';..r-:':'.;\;'I-' ~}:G:'" !::.'~:.'I"!'{ ~ rftln ~ (':,:';~; max >t:-:t~~)"J:.,: l''lJi'~:,,~. 

eUowance WllltslSF . 0.849 0.764 1$O.025-SO.0S of' 5 51 SOD' 53.000 - S2 2SO 
- " F32T8 F2BTS SO 'SO 50 

548 • .. 'S09 20 • $25/fheture savlnas ' -$780 '.. -$975 -$878 
Incremental ConstructlDn Cost or Effld Measures 720 2 025 1 373 
Estimated Labor Costs 40CKl : ~.~ 288 • 810 549 
I!lItfmated lnc:rarnental co.t of!neraY -Efficient Meesur-. tDbIl ~":<:''-<7-':;'fl.:'''.·'':':;:''<;',:.;:fr,r,~(·~'::;,-~·l;;'i':.~.~~~;:::'-:':'~.:.<'l'"-tt-:-':.',··;'~;_·;:.-to:.::;;:;:';~1·'·.il'fi(K;,~7."'c;r\'b.'.>'li,(,;C!,:.~ !(,;': 1 '008 .. ~\:..'. 2 35 ,-,~~•• • 22: 
lnaementaJ,COSt 0 .Em Measures' <::r·~7·,=~:~:,1:·:-&~·,::·\;'I~·:~1.:·~;·~"'iiY"~;-t~·'" ~::::".::;. ;'i-~(;<'..\:':!·i'~:,.?"··,,:;.~-:>.H:.''':';;'''-'''','i'''~:H-! '..-(!':>' :":.-·,':'"~;;.'?t'u·;\ .. ~r"<t!~··" ~,"'l.H-::.!.:;,:;~':i ..~·rs: ..:r..:~ ~02 :::: ;:.:;.\ .05 i:',;-:,~,'i .Q3. 

INelr:TtF~rual.. ";"-;';"';~;":'""~'"f.'~"C"i»""'-'" .,:,,<".;:.::,.~::, "'''''''NC''f;!J1
 
Retum on Investment 1231~ 

Annual ROI 82CMt 
Percent of EstImated Construction Cost 0.02% 

Cost.Effectiveness Analysis 
, .. "~' 

Once the energy efficiency measures were identified and the annual savings 
determined, estimates of the incremental cost of the various energy efficiency measures 
were completed for each of the prototype buildings. The savings and cost results were 
then used to determine the simple payback and return on investment. The main 
purpose of the Cost-effectiveness analysis is to demonstrate the economic implications. 
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of a reach'code, rather that to'determine whether the cost and savings meet a definitive 
, standard established by the CEC. ' 

Simple payback is the approach used for this analysis, as energy costs increases,have 
been fairly consistent with increases in inflation for the past 25 years and is expected to 

,continue to do so in the foreseeable future. Therefore the introduction of a discount rate, 
or'cost of capital assumption, compined with an assumption of increases in energy 
costs, has limited net value in,the analysis and the overall results. The CEC has verified 
that this approach is acceptable for cost-.effectivenes~studies. 

The CEC has provided. some guidance on cost-effectiveness determinations, stating that 
ideally the payback period for reach code requirements should be 30 years or less. A 
second referenc~for,cost-:effectiveness,coni010nly~s~d.ir:tthe.energyefficiency, , 
industry; is that"th'eadditional cost 'can be recoveredwittlin the lifetime of tneefficiericy 
feature (insulation, windows; overhangs) or equipment (HVAC, hot water,lightirlg). 
Fifteen years is commonly used ,to' represeIJt i,he liiverageeffective life of energy 

, upgrades;-with equipment typically having the shorter life span of these ~tegories (with 
5-10 year warranties). ' , , , , ' 

,', 

Table 3 ~elow summarizes the payback period (in years) and thE! ,1 ~y'~ar return on' 
investment for the energy effiCiency strategies requirecff6f the prototype bujl9ings. 
Payback is a calculation 'of time, in years, that is' required for'an Jnvestmerit,~o~paY'for 
itselF or be returned to the investor. Shorter payback periods are preferable to longer 
p~yb~ck perioc:f~. R:~tul1JolJ!nv.e,stITl~rit(BPI) ,is ,~ per:(qrmanc~, m~a,sure useQ t,o 
evahJat,e'theefficiency of aiiinvestment-or to compare the effiCiency ofanumberof 
different investments. A positive ROI generallyconno,tes thanhe investment ~i11 -return 
more than the value ot'the initiarinvestmen.t; while a negative ROI indicatesthat.tt)e 
value ofthe 'initial investment will not fUlly be returned within the 'investment period., 

'.' . 

Table 3: Cost·Benefit Analysis Results 
Building Type Ann~al Upgrade, SIITIP,I~ ,'1.5-Year 

Savings Incremlimtal Payba~k ROI 
Cost (years) 

Singl~Family Residential (1 ,800 sQ.ft.) : '$101' " 
, 

" , " $1,085' ":10.7 ',40% 
Singl~Fari1ily Residential (3,600sQ.ft:) $131 $1,954 14.9 1% 
'Multi-Family ToWnhouse (8~unit) . ' $534, $294.' , , .6, 2624% 
Multi-Family Apartment (80-unit) , $9,572 , " ' $55,300 . ' 5.8 160% 
Hotel (80-unit) $4,529 $34,787 ' ' 7.7 95% 
Retail (4,000 sQ.ft.) . $597 $9,958 .16.7. -10% 
Retail 20,000 sq.ft.) ,$2,473 $30,101' ,12.2 ',' 23% 
Retail (140,000 sq.ft.) $18;631 $180;877 9.7 '. '98%' 
Office 60,000 sq.ft.) $8,691 $107,856. ' 17.7 -15% 
Office (160,000 sq.ft.) $31,345 $212,240' 6;8 122% 

Tenant Improvement Non-residential lighting only $1;705 $1,922 1.1 1231% 

'. 'I 
.... / 
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Summary 

The proposed Mountain View Reach Code cost-benefit analysis shows that all of the 
prototype buildings, except the small retail and the medium size office, have a payback 
of less than 15 years and a positive return on investment over a 15-year period. For 
small retail and medium size office prototypes, there is a 16.7 and 17.7-year simple 
payback, respectively, and a negative return on investment when using a 15-year 
analysis' period. The degree to which the identified payback periods are acceptable to 
different property owners or developers is dependant on a number of factors including 
the sources of equity, ownership time horizon and overall investment strategy. However, 
these results are well within the 3D-year range recommended by the California Energy 
Commission and are consistent with the general objective of the energy investment 
being returned within the average life of the materials, systems, and equipment. 

f . 
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Attachment 7 

City of Mountain View 
Green Building Incremental Measure and Cost Analysis 

) 
.;., 

/~ . 

Prepared by: 
Global Green USA 

March 13, 2011 



:......:- .. 
:::. ,.,. 

Background . 

. At the request of the City of Mountain View Community Development Department, 
Global Green conducted an analysis of two development projects that were approved by 
the City within the past five years, to determine what aspects of the project design would 
need to be altered for the projects to meet the proposed green building ordinance. 

The proposed ordinance augments existing City planning and building codes (Including 
the State of California Cal Green code that went into effect on January 1, 2011). The 
purpose of the green building ordinance is to reduce resource use, create healthier living 
and working environments, reduce greenhouse gas emissions,. and foster a consistent 
regulatory approach between the City of Mountain VJew and other public agencies in . 
Santa Clara County. 

The proposed green building ordinance requires that new development projects and
 
substantial additions and ten~rit improvements meet the intent of the LEED®1 green
 
building rating system or, for residential projects, the Green Point Rated system.
 

This analysis was conducted for two recently permitted projects that are considered to 
be representative of future development:	 . 

• 220 View Street, anapproxirn~tely 30,qOO sq.ft. 22.;unit mUI~i-family development 
•	 331 Fairchild Drive, an approximately 87,100 sqJt. commercial office
 

.devel9pment . . .
 

. The LEED® rating systeniwas used fqr the analysis..A noh-residential project must 
meet all seven'prerequisites and earn at I~ast 40 P9ints to be eligible for certification. A 

/residential project must meet all 19 prerequi,$ites and earn at least 50 points to' be able 
to earn certificatio'n. . .. 

Methodology 

Global Green received· the set of building plans for,each project that was used for final 
permitting. The plans included architectural, civil engineering, mechanical, electrical, 
plumbing and landscape architecture. Global Green reviewed the plans to assess two 
levels of building performance: . 

1) the level of LEED® certification (if any) that the projects would be able to achieve 
based on the current design and specifications 

2) what wquld need to be changed for the projects to comply with the minimum.' .® 
proposed standard of meeting the intent of LEED at the Certified level 

In reviewing the plans, Global Green used the current versions of the rating systems:
®. , .... , 

. LEED for Building Design an~ Construction™ (V 3.0) and HO,mes™ (V 2008). The 

LEED® for BiJilding Design and Construction™ was use for 331 Fairchild Drive. The 

LEED® for Homes™ for low-rise residential projects was used for 220 View Street. 

.'-.' .. , 

l'LEED is a trademark owned by the U.S. Green Building Council. 

. 2 .Global Green USA - Green Building Incremental Measure and Cost Analysis 



Each of the prerequisites and credits in the respective LEED® rating systems were
 
reviewed and a determination was made on whether the plans and specifications
 
provided sufficient documentation to meet the prerequisite or earn the credit. BUilding
 
code requirements that went into effect on January 1, 2011, most notably the Cal Green
 
code, were taken into consideration when making determinations about prerequisites
 
and credits. A current LEED BD&CTM and Homes™ checklist was used to conduct and'
 
document the analysis. The LEED BD&CTM and Homes TM Reference Manuals were
 
used to clarify specific credit criteria and determine the application to the specific
 
projects.
 

Based on the above credit-by-credit analysis, a determination was made about the ability 
of the project as currently design to earn LEED® certification. The outcomes of this
 
analysis became the base case for building in Mountain View. The next step was to
 

identify which LEED® cr~ditscould be expanded (several credits offer a tiered point
 
structure) or new credits added, to'either enable the project to earn certification or to 
increase the level of certification. . 

Findings 

Analvsis of Current Design 

Based on the plans and specifications neither project, as currently designed, would be 

able to achieve certification at eve'~ the lowest level of LEED®. Both projects are not in 

compliance with LEED® prerequisites in the areas of energy performance, mechanical 
system design, and field 'verificationof, prop~r building el1velope and HVAC system '~'\ 
installation. Neither of the 'projec~s achieved' sufficient credits to be able to reach the '. :.::.j. . .. ,,® .. ' ., 
threshold for the lowest level ofLEED certification. The results of the analysis of the 

. current project designare summa~ized in Table 1 (See Attachmen't 1: 331 Fairchild Drive 
Current Design and Attachment 3: 220 View Street Current Design for more details). . 

Table 1: LEED Compliance Summary ­ Current Project Design 
220 View Street 
Resi~ential 

331 Fairchild Drive 
Non-Resi~ential 

Building Design and 
Construction TM 
8 

5 -

No 
40 

22 
No 

LEED(3) Rating System Homes·™ 

Prerequisites 
Required 

19 

PrereQuisites Earned 6 
PrereQuisites Met . No 
Points Required for 
Certification 

., . 

44.5 
(with home .size 

.adjustment) 
Points Earned 40.5 
Meets Intent of LEED No 

Modifications Needed to Meet Intent of LEED Certification ,....J 
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To be able to meet the intent of LEED® certification both projects would be requiredto 
improve energy performance to 15% better than the 2008 Building Energy Efficiency 
Standards in Title 24, Part 6. Energy performance better than code minimum is a", 
LEED® prerequisite. This will require both additio~al design and the specification of a 
more energy efficient building envelope and systems. The landscape plans would also 
need to be modi'f1ed to further reduce water use. Additional mechanical system design 
would also be required for both 220 View Street and 331 Fairchild Drive, in order to 
verify that LEED® Indoor Environme'ntaf Quality prereqiJisites are met. 

'.',., .,' 

To earn points for increased water efficiency, higher efficiency fixtures would, need to be 
specified. Other upgrades that would be required are the specification of 
envircmmentally preferable building products, including recycled-content and locally 
manufactured materials and specifying mec~anical equipment refrigerants that are free 
'of HCFCs. ' , ' 

Both proj~cts would al,so n~ed to incluge stormwatermanagement systems to capture 
andlor treat stormwater before itleaves the site. Increased construction and demolition 
waste diverSion" an .increase froin 500/0 to 75% diversion, would also be required. The 
City currently has stormwater management a~9'diversion requirements in place so 
achieving the LEED® prerequisites would be an augmentation of current practice,rather 
than the introduction of completely new requirements. 

In construction, both projects would need to include additional construction verification 
measures. 'For 331 Fairchild Drive these would include additional commissioning, 
monitoring and verification of energy performance. For 220 View Street, the additional 
measures are the HERS (Home Energy Rating System) verifications that are included in 
the basic energy prerequisite: Quality Insul'ation Installation, Duct Leakage, and' 
Refrigerant Charge. (See Attachment 2: 331 Fairchild Drive Certified Level and 
Attachment 4: 220 View Street Certified Level ,for more detailsr, 

Estimate Additional Costs 

A summary of the estimated costs of the upgrades is provided in Table 2. The costs are 
based on assumptions for additional design time and field verification and the 
incremental cost of the energy system upgrades and environmentally preferable 
materials. Note that these costs are for. design, construction, and field verification 
modifications only. The costs do not include the cost for preparing and SUbmitting 
certification documentation to the U.S. Green Building Council, because the proposed 
ordinance does not require formal certification. 

Table 2: Incremental Costs of Upgrades to Achieve Intent of LEED Certified 
220 View Street 
,30;600 sf. Residential 

331 Fairchild Drive 
87,100 sf. Non-Residential' 

'Design' $4,000 $10,000 
EnergYSystems~ $12,240 $100,165 
Materials;' $15,600 $43,550 
Construction 
Verification4 

. 

$1,000 
(HERS) 

$25,000 
(Commissioning, M&V) 
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Verification4 (HERS) (Commissioning, M&V) 
Total Incremental Cost $32,840 $178,715 
Cost/Sq.Ft.0 $1.07 $2.05 
Percent Cost Increase .5% 1% 

1.	 Assumes 40 and 100 hours at an average cost of $1 OO/hr. 
2.	 Based on Mountain View Energy Reach Code Cost-Effectiveness Study: 

$1.15/sf for non-res, $0.40/sf for residential 
3.	 Assumes average incremental cost of $0.50/sq.ft. 
4.	 Based on typical costs for current Global Green projects 
5.	 Assumes $200 per square foot· average cost of construction 

Summary 

It is feasible for both projects to meet the intent of LEED® certification through 
modifications to the current project design and additions to the construction monitoring 
and verification processes. The estimated incremental cost, increases are consistent 
with incremerltal cost studies such as the Cost ofGreen Building Revisited ~avis 

Langdon,. 2007) that determine that the incremental cost of achieving LEED 
certification range from 0% to 5% of t9talconstruction costs, with most projects 
experiencing 3% or less of an increase in costs. ' 

.. ) 

,. 
I 
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LEED 2009 for New Construction and Major Renovations 
Project Checklist: 331 Fairchild Drive: Current Design 

I '.1 , I 11 I SustaInable Sites Possible Points: 

y 
1 
s 
1 
3 3 , 

3 

2 
1 

" , , , 
1 , 

l ...... , Construmon Ac:tMty Pollution Pr'e'Yentlon
 
d er.dlt t
 Sfte se.ecUon 
d er.dlt 1 Development Demtty and Community Cannecttvtty 
II er.dlt:t Brownfield RNewlopment 

II er.dlt ••1 AltematM Transportat1on-Publlc TrBnsportatton Access 

er.dlt -4.1 AltematM Transportatton-Btcyde Storage ancI Chanitn; RDoms 

CNdll-4.J AltemattYl' Transportatton--l.Dw-Errdtttng and Fuel-Etttdent Vehktes 

CNdll-4A AltematM Transportat1on-Par1dnB tapadty 

CNdll S.I Sfte Development-PrDtect or ReItoI'8' Habttat 

CNdll U Site Development~~ Space 
d ~ '.1 Stol'Tl'M'ater DeltIJ'l-QJantfty Control 

CNdll6.1 Stol'mWllltet" Deltan-QJa11ty Control
 
L CNdll7.1 HeatlslanclEft'ect--fokln.rtlOf
 

d CNdll7.1 Heat Island Effect-RDof
 

o CNdll' Upt PDltutkln Reductlon 

2 I 0 I 6 I Water Effldency Possible Points: 
, . ...... water UIe Reductkn-201 Reduettonffi:I:::J ' """" water EIftdont Lardocap1ftl 

[!]Reduce by 50S 
No Potable water UIe or ImpttanD__terT__ 

B
wattt' UIe Reduction
 

Red",e by)OS
 
Reduce by 3s1
 

EEBl 
Reduce by..as 

o I 0 I 3s1 EMIlY and Atmosphere ,Poss1ble Points: 
'y r .. 

fundamentel CClmmlsslonlna 01 Bul1dlnl Enef1y S}StelllS 
Mlntrnunl EneI'JY Perfoni\ance 
f~ Rolr1aeront Manqement 

Opttrrdze EnerI)' Pirlcinnance ~ 
Improve by 1ZS;or New Butldinp or as for Extsttnl Butldlng RenaYatklns 
Improve by 141 for New Butldinp or 101 for Exlsttnl BuUdtnl Rena¥atklns 

Improve by 161 for New Butldinp or "2Sfor ExtstIng BuUdtnl Renovations 
Impnrte by 18 for New Bu1ldinp or 141 for Extsttnl BuUdtnl Rl!novatklns 

Impnrte by 201 for New BuUdtnp or 161 for ~a Butldtnl Renovations 
ImproYe by 221 for New Butldtnp or 18 for Extsdna: Bulldtng Renovatlcw 
Irnpt'O¥e by 14 for New BuUl:ttnp or 201 for Extsdna: BuUdtng Rena¥atlons 
Improve by 261 for New Bul1dlnll' or 221 for ExIstlna Butldlnl Renovattons 
Irnpt'O¥e by 2ft for New Bu11dinp or 2041 for ExtstIna Bulldtng Renovatlcw 
Irnpt'O¥e by 301 for New BuUdlnp or 261 for EldstIna: BuUdtng Rena¥atlons 
ImproWl by nl for New Butldinp'or 2ft rorEldstlns BuUdtng Renovations 
Improve by 341 for New Butldlnll' or )OS for ExIstlng Butldlnl Renovations 

Improw by 361 for Hew Bu1ldtnp or 321 for Extsttna Bultdlna RenaYatlcw 
~ by 38s for New Bu1ld1np or 3G for Extstlna: BuUdm; Renovatlcw 
Impro.. by _ for New Butldtnll' or 361 for ExIstIng Butldlnl Renotlltlons 
Impro.. by 42S for New Butldlnp or 381 for ExIstlng Butldtng Renotlltlon. 
Improve by 4CI for New BuUdtnlis or..as for ExtstInI Buttdlnl Renovations 
ImproYe by 461 for New Butldlnp or.2I for ExtstIn8 Butldlnl Renotllttons 
Impt'o¥e by.4as. for New BuUdlnas or 44S. for Exlsttnll BuUdln. Renovations 

'-----L_L..:7--'1 ' ""'" 1 On-S";.=~.= 
)IRenewllbIoEne!JY 
SIRenewllbleEnef1y 

~ 71 Renewable EneI'JY 

91 Re;newable EnefJY 
111 Re_leEne!JY 
131 Renewable EneI'JY 

Enhanc.cl Commtsslonlnll 
Enhanced Retr1l1"rant ~pment 

Measurement ancI 'ftrtftcat1on 

GAten Power 

PioJectNome 
OAte 

26 

Notes:
 

1I'P1ca1 01 SuSMP and SWlPPP rwquIl1!mOI1tS In Bay Are.
 
SfteIs InflU
 
Site rneeb density ~rement!
 

Site Is a brownfield
 

Sb Is dose to NASA LRT station but has poor bus service.
 
t8 spaces~. 1.. locIcen.,.. proYkSed, plus aeverel bike racks.
 

No opectal str1pInJ shown on plans.
 
~r1dnalMOts codebut no opectal str1p!ng-. for vanpoot:
 
N/A 

N/A
 

Site has sufldent space to meet th1s credtt.
 

Stt& has sufldent space to meet this credtt.
 
Surace pal"ldn; precludes the project fllllTl'eamtng this credit.
 

Cool roof Is typkal for th1s type 01 const1UetIon.
 
Ukelv but no r.formatlon tn tM Dians.
 

10' 

Notes:
 
Would be met ¥ta eat Gl"ftl'l
 

210'
 50S roduet1on Is typIcal wtth eatlfom1o landscape codes. 

• 
2 

2
 

'2to"
 
2
 

•
) 

35 

Notes:
 
Would be met ¥ta Cal Green
 

No Indkatlon that the project would pertonn better tMn code
 
No tncIlcatto of nrfrl;ermttl that will be used.
 

1 to 19 No tndIcatlon that the project would pertonn ~r tMn code
 
I
 

2 

• 
) 

s 
6
 
7
 

, B 

• 
"0 

11 

'2
 
1)
 ,. 
15
 
16
 
,7 
IS 

" 1107 No nmewable enet'JY shown on roof plans.
 
1
 

2
 

• 
) 

s 
6
 

7
 
2
 No mentton tn plans Dr pneral section 01 spedflcatlol"ls•.
 
2
 No mention tn plans or Jeneral HCtIon of spectflcatsons.
 
)
 No mentIOn tn plans or pnerelleCtlon of spectflcatlons.
 
2
 N/A 

LEED 2009 for New Construction and Major Renovatlcw Project Cheddtst t of2 



1 I 0 I 1! I Materials and Resources	 I'o55tble Points: 14 

" , 

§
d I'NNq 1 5U1rap and CoItKtton ot ReCyclables 

~ ( er-.1.1 Bulldb'll ~tntatn ExtstlnI Walls, FloOl"S, and Root Ito] 

_55$, I, 
_751 2 

_951 1 
~ ( CIIdft 1.1 Bufldtng buse--Matntatn 50S of Inter10r Non~Structural Elements I 

c:I:L=:ITI ( Crwd!t 1 ConstrueUan Waste Manqement lto2 

[fl5Ol Recyded or Salva~ , 
Om llKydod or sal_d 2 

'---'----JL...::2..J1 ( er-. J M1ter1als Reuse , lto2 

2,B:::s 
lto2'---'-_L..:2:...J1 ' "",,,,' llKydod ",","",

Cl101 of Ccntent	 1 

Om at Content	 2 

'to2 

Cl1osotMatef1a1s	 1 

OZOIotMater1a1s	 2 

c:::::r=::IJJ I: Rapidly Renewable Matl!l1als 

'-----'--'-L..:2:...J1 ' """" , Relllonal Material> 

Cr.et' 1 

I 7 1c:::::r=::IJJ ~ Certtfled Wood 

Indoor EnvIronmental Quality	 I'o55lble Points: 15 

G	 ~ t Mintrnum IncIoOr AU Qaaltly Perfcwmance
 
_, ~"'ITDbocal_lrnl C<lntroi
 

d CndIt' OUtdoor Air Deltvery Mc:r'lttDJ1nI	 1 

<l CndIt 1 Inentlded VenUlatjon 1 

( CndIt J.1 ConsUuctIon IAQ IMnqement Plan-Dur1nI Constructkln 1 

~ CndIt 1.1 Construttton IAQ Manapn\ent PIan-8efore Otcupancy 1 ,
I: er-. ..., LDw-E:mttttna Mat:Jtr1all-Adhestwes and Sealants 

l CndIt 4.2 lDW-Ernttttna Mate11al.l-flatnts and Coattnp 1 

t CndIt 4.2 ~Matar1als-Floortn Systems 1 

ChC<A LDW.£InIttlnaMaterla1J~Wood and A;rtltber Pnlcluets , 
d CndIt S Indoor Chemk:aI and Pollutant ScuIU Control	 1 

<1	 CndIt '" ControUabtltly at Sys:terns-Uahtfnll 1 

CndIt U ContnJUabUtty at SyltenlS-'Thermal Comfort 1 

CndIt 7.1 Thermal c:.eWntorl,-Deslsn . 1 

-, 
y 

y 
I

I

I 

I 

1 
I

I

I 

1 
I 

1
1 
I

I

I '
d CMIt 7.1 Thermal Comfort-VtrttIc.atlan 1 

'l CNdlt Ll Dayltlht lind YtewI-Qayltlht . ,. 
to	 CndIt u .. Daylight lind 'hewI-YMws 1 

innovation and Design Process Posslble Points: 6 
T I • 

NO ChC 1.1 lmova_ In Destll": 5pedftc lItl. 
1 ~Ir CndIt 1.1 lnnoYBtIan In DeslIP"I: S;ledftc lltle 1 

"1 lI'e CIdt l.] Innovation tn 0eslIn: Spedftc TltI. , 
1 d,t CNdlt 1.04 Il1hOVBtton tn 0eslIn; Spedttc 11tI.e I 

1 :1'( CNdlt 1.5 Inno'WJIUon In Des1In: SpedfIc lhle 1 

, die CndIt 1 L£ED Acaedtted Profeulonal	 1a	 , 

Regional Prlorlty Crecllts	 Possible Points: 4 
T , • 

9 
1'''"",,,,;,' Relllonal Prtorlty: 5pectflc Credit 
, "Ir. CndItt.l Relllonal Prtorlty: Spocfftc CIodit 
1 d'C. "",,U RegIonal Prtortty: Spocfftc e 1t 
1 d'C Cndlt 1..4 Re;IonaI Prtortty: Spocfftc C 1t 

I 2215 I 81 I Total	 Poss1ble Points: 110 

Plota:
 
Dumpst&r locat1on shDwn on plans.
 
N/A 

N/A 

No spec1ftcattons add..... _"""ect. 

No spedfkltkm address thts subjeCt. 

No specfflcattons adc1nrss _"""ect.
 
No spedflcatlons ........ thls ""',ect.
 

Notes:
 
LIkely but no merenu Ul ASHRAE standards and no cales pnMdecl.
 

State Law
 
No mentIOn In plans or spectlIcatlons.
 
No__ In plans or spectlIcatlons.
 

Ukely but no mermce tn plans or qMlCS.
 

No mention In plans or spectlIcatlons.
 
Per Cal Gnten '
 

Per Cal Gnten
 

Per Cal Grnn
 

Per Cal Gnten
 
No mentlon In _teal plans or spedttcatlons.
 

Posstbl~ but analysts constnemt wtttl LEED not pnwIded.
 

Pou1ble tM4 analysts constltemt wtttl ~ not pr'CMded.
 
No mention of A5HRAE 551t11ndanl In plans or specs.
 
No .....tton In_I plans ri spectlIcatlons.
 

No mention and no calculation pnMdld.
 
Ukel but no reference tn fttlttS of mK'I and no ala DraVkled.
 

Notes:
 
No mention in plans 0( specs. No tnneIYI:ttw aspectS to project.
 

) 
Member of archttecture finn Is LEED AP 

Notts:
 
No mention In plans or specs. No rePanaUy untqw upectI.
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LEED 2009 for New Construction and Major Renovations 
Project Checklist: 331 Fairchild Drive Certlfted 

1171 Sustainable Sites	 PossIble POints: 

V 
1 
5 

1 
3 3 

1· 
3 

2 
1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 
1 

...... ' Construction ActJ'itty Pallution Prevention
 
:l Cmilt1 Site Selection
 

en.llt1 Development Denlfty and Community ConneetMty 
d CnodItJ Brownfield Redev.lopment 
-:l CmiIt "., Alternative."D'ansportatlon-PubUc "D'ansportatton Access 
,1 CrecDt".2. Alternative Transportation-Bicycle Storage and Changing ADoms 

CmiIt ",J Alternative "D'ansportatlon-low-Emltting and FueI-Effident Vehides 

:l CmiIt .." Altematfvelhlnsportatlon_rklng cap.dty 
c CmiIt 5.1 Site Development-Protect or ~re Hablblt 
d . CmiIt 5.2. Stte Development-Maxtmlze Open Space
 

'1 Cmilt~,' Stormwater Destgn--Q.uant~ty Control
 
J Cmilt6.2. Storm_ler Destgn-Quality Contn>1
 

C~t7.' Heat Island Effect-Han-roof
 
d CmiIt 7.2. Heat Island Effect-Roof
 
,j Ci.dltl
 Ught I'I:illutfon Reduction 

6 1 Water Efficlency	 PossIble Points:
 
Y I •
 

WIIter Use Reduction-201 Reduction
 
\Voter Efficient UndscoplngB3::=r:TI : :=: 
[Y]Reduce by SOlI:

DNO Patabl.e Water Use or Irrigation 
lnnowtfVe Wastewater,TechnologjesEEE:Bj: ::: 
§
Water Use Reduction
 

Reduceby30l1:
 
Reduce by 351:

Reduce by_ 

Enersv and Atmosphere	 PosstblePolnts: 
.y 

Fundamental Commlsstonlng of Building EnerJ)' Systems 
Minimum EnersY Perfonnanceq3 :~: 'Functarnental Refrtjen!lnt Management 

~d~' OptimiZe EnefsY Performance 
lnip(ove by 121 f;" Hew BuIldings or 81 for Eld.tfng Bulldlng Renovations 

., Improve by·l~I for Hew BUlldlnBl or lOll: for Existing Butldlng Renovations 
Improve by 161 for Hew Bulldll18' or 121 for. ExIsting Butldlng Renovations 
Improve by 181 for Hew Bulldil18' or l~I for EXI1tlng8ullding Renovations 

Y Improve by 2lllI: for Hew Buildings or 161 for ExIsting BuIlding Renovations 
Improve by 221 for Hew Buildings or 181 for ExIsting Bundlng Renovations 
Imp~ by 2~I for Hew BuIlding. a. 2lllI: for ExIsting BuIlding Renov.tlons 
Improve by 261 for Hew BuIldings or 221 for ExIsting Building Renov.tlons 
Improve by 28Ii for Hew BuIldings or 2041 for Eldltlng Building Renov.tlons 
Impro.. by 301 for Hew BuIldings or 261 for ExIsting Building Aenovollons 
Improve by 321 for Hew BuIldings or 28Ii for Existing Building Renovallons 
Improve 'bY"~I f;','-H~ Bulldl~ or 30l1: for EXlltlng BuIlding Renovations 

Improve by 361 for Hew Bulldlfl8l or 321 for ExIsting Building Renovations 
Improve by 381 for Hew BuIlding. or ~I for ExIsting 8u1ldlng Renovations 

.. Improve by _ for Hew Bulldlfl8l or 361 for ExIsting BuIlding Renovations 

Improve by ~I for Hew Bulldl"l' or 381 for ExIsting BuIlding Renovations 
Improve by ~I for Hew BulldlnBl or _ for ExIsting Building Renovallons 

Improve by ~I for Hew Bulldl"l' or ~21 .for Existing Building Renovations 
Improve by <lSS+ for Hew Bulldlfl8l'or ~S+' for ExIsting 8u1ldlng Renovatfons 

on_Slr:=::: 
, 51 Renewable Energy 

~ 7S Renewable EneIlY 
91 Renewable EneIlY 
111 Renewable Energy 
131 Renewable Energy 

Enhanced Commissioning 
Enhanced Refrtlerant Management 
Measurement and VertflcattonrrB~2 :=: 

end", Green Pawer 

26
 

1
 

S,
 
1
 

6
 

1
 

3
 

2
 

1
 
1 . 

1
 

1
 

1
 

1
 

1
 

1D 

2to~ 

2
 

~ 

2
 

2to~ 

2
 
1
 

~ 

35
 

1 to 19
 

1
 

2
 
3
 
~ 

5
 
6
 

7
 
·8
 

9
 
10
 

11
 
12
 
13
 
1~ 

lS
 
16
 
17
 
18
 
19
 

lto7
 
1
 

2
 
3
 

~ 

5
 

6
 

7
 

2
 
2
 

3
 
2
 

Project Name 

Date 

Notes: .
 

Typical of SUSMP' and SWIPPP requ:fre~ts In Bay Area
 
Site I. Inflll,
 
Site meets density requirements
 
Site Is a brownfield
 
Site Is dose to NASA urr station but has poor bus service.
 
18 ,paces' required. 1~ lock... are provided, plLII .......1bl.... raoo,
 
No spedal strIplna shown on plans. '
 
Can be accomplished throuIh paJ1<lng lot striping,
 
H/A . 

H/A 

.	 Site has sufldent space to meet this aedlt. 
Site has 5UfIdent space to meet this aedft. 

Surace par1dna: precludes the project fram earning this credit. 
Coal roof I. typlCl( for tht, type Crt 'construCtlon, 
can be accompll.hed by .aedtvt... ClJt-at fixtures, 

Nat..,
 
WOuld be met via cal Green
 

No on-slte water treatment shown,ln plans. 

ProvIde waterless winals 

Notes: 

Uptrade envelope and systems to be 101 better than 2005 n04.
 

USlt only HCFC-f~ refriterants.
 
Upgrade envelope an~ systems to. be 161 better than 200S n~,
 

Could be added to Cat Green required commissioning
 

Use HCFC·free refrigerants
 
Could be added to commlsslonlng agents scope.
 
N/A 

'-, ,:" 
',: ,. 
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4 I 
Y 1 

d 

CE3=m 

, I 

1 I 

6 I 4 I 
~ 

V 

~ 
I 

I 
1 

I
 

I
 

I
 

I
 
I
 

1 . 

I 

I 

I 
I 

I 

I 

Y I • g1
1 

, 1 

. 1 

1 . 

D D 4 

Y I • g 1 
, 1 

1 

C 

c 

(. 

' 

' 

Materials and Resources 

Storase and Collection of Recyclable!; 
c..dSt '.f r==i:::Malntain Existing walls, Floors, and Roof 

...... ' 

0_955 . 
CnldIt U Building Reuse-Malntaln 501 of Interior Non-StnJctural Elements 

CnldIt 2 Construction Waste Manilsement
D 505 Recyclod or $olvagod 
[TIm Recycled or $olvaaod 

CredltJ Materlals_ . 

DReuse55 

0-105 
CIwdlt4 Recycled Content 

[JJ101 of Content
0201 of Content 

~. Regional Materials 
[JJ105 of Materi.1s 
0205 of Materials 
Rapidly Renewable Materi.1s 
Certified Wood . 

II 

, 

d 

d 

( 

, 

, 

d 

, _It., Conlnltlabillty of 5ystemo-Ughtlng 
II CnldIt 6.2 ConuoUabtuty of Systems-'T'hermat Comfort 

Indoor Envlronmental Q,uallty 

~ t Minimum Indoor Air QJJaltty Performance 
...... 2 Envll'OlVllOl1tAl Tobacco 5moke (ETS) Control 
Crwdit , Outdoor Air Delivery: Monitoring 
CnIdf\ 2 IncrelMd Ventilation 

er.ctIt :t., Construction lAQ.Manqement Plan-Duril'lJ Canstruetton _t U COll5tNct1on IAltManagement Pl.n-Before Occupancy 

Cntdlt 4.1 Low-Emfttlna Materials-Adhesives and Sealant;s 
CnIdf\ 4.1 low-Emitting Materlals-Patnts and Coatlnss 
CNdlt ••, . Low-£R,lttI~i Mater1aIs_ring 5ystems 
~.... Low·Emlttlng Materlals-Compo.ite Wood and Aariflber Prt>duco 

CNdlt. Indoor Chemical and PIlUutant Sour« ContRIl 

Cl Cnldf\7.1 ThennaIComfon.-Deslan 
d tndl7.2 Thermal Comfort-V~rtfl~tlon 

, CNdlt •. , D.yIIght.nd Y1....-Dayllght 
d tNdlt 1.2 Daylight and Vlews-Vle'WS 

innovation and Deslgn Process 

lnnowtlon In Destan: Specific T1tle".' _lI.'
d,(~1.1 Inl"lO't'ltion In Deslln: sPecIfic T1tle 
d''- Crwdlt 1.:1 Innovation tn Design: Spedflc ntle 
etC C,,,dlU." Innowtlon In Destin: Specti'c litle 
C1.'- CrdU Innowtlon In Destsn: SpecIfic ntle 
drc Cr8dIl2 lEED Accnodlted Pnlfessfonal 

I Reslonal Priority Credits 

,/Ccndt,., Reglon.1 Priority: 5peclflc Cned1t 
dlC CNdtt U Regional Priority: Spedffc Crodlt 
el '- CNdll1.3 Regional Priority: Spedftc Crodlt ' 

(l.( CNdll1.4 Regional Priority: Spec.lflc Crodlt 

I 6D I Total 
CetTltM1:l-4(1 10 49 ptllnu SII""r SO 10 S9 "olnh Gotd60 to 79 pol"l1 

Possible Points: 14 

Ito] 
I 
2 
] 

I 

1 to 2 
1 

2 
1to2 
I 

2 
lto2 
1 

2 

lto2 
I 
2 

1 
1 

Possible Points: 15 

I 

1 
I' 

I 

I 
I 

I 
I 
1 

1 

1 

I 

I 

I 

I 

Possible Points: 6 

PossIble Points: 4 

Possible Points: 110 

... : 

Notes: 

Of stte sortina of mtxed bin results In apprax. 851; dlvmlon. 
No specifications .dd..... this 'UbJOCL 

ModIfy .pectflcatlons to meet LEED aiter1a. 

Modify .pedflc.tIO~ to meet LEED aiteri•• 

Specfflcatlons could be modlflod to .dd this subjecL 

Spectflcatlons could be modified to .dd this .ubJect. 

Hotes: 
Likely but no ref....nee to ASHRAE stllndlll'dJ and no cales provided. 

State Law 
No ....,tlon In plans or IpOCIflcatlon5. 
No mention tn plans or .specifications. 
Can ,be added to contrBrtor requirements 
can be added to contractor requirements 

Per Col Groen 
Per Col Gf'een 
Per Col Groen 
Per Col Groen 
No mention tn mechanical plans or specifications. 
Possible but would requl~ modification of electrical plans. 
~tble but would require modification of medw.lcal plans. 
No mention of ASHRAE 55 standard In plans or ~. 

No mention In mechanical plllns or sPedficatiW. 
, J .... 

No mention and no caltutatlon provided.
 
LikelY but no ref""';"e In Dlans or 'DOCS .nd no cales Drovldod.
 

Notes:
 
No mention In plans or sPecs. No Innovative aspects to project:.
 

Member of architecture firm I. LEED />p . 

Notes:
 
No mention tn plans or specs. No reslonally unique aspects.
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.C 
LEED for Homes Simplified Project Checklist CO')-.. 'fo'r California 

Builder Name: 220 VIew Str8et· Current Design 

Project Tearil Leader (If different): 

Home Address (Street/Clty/State): , Mountsln VIew, CA 

CI.I 
E~ .c 
u~. 
~ 

Project Description: Adjusted Certification Thresholds 

BuUding type: MultI-family Project type: Custom Certified: 44.5 Gold: 74.5 

# of units: 22 Avg. Home Size Adjustment 04.5 Sliver. 59.5 Platinum: 89.5 

'dais'iast updalBd : Max Project Points 
'Iasi'updatad by : . Points Preliminary. Final· 

. " .:~ 

. . :. ~: 

2. Durability Management 

!;Wi:;~JtiffQ,i~§:Qli!n4i.Qii:\jg:"',~"P(i~$)tf(II):!ij4ilm':W(2i':rti~o;~i,(t-lg:MlrjimuijjJ'!o1DJii'Bi!il'~Ii!l!n;1;%~J:i~l;ij~i;::',·:;'-:.~'Wi::I:~2i;J~;~;:'':~':iW{;~t~J;;[:j;)i;!.j~~tJ'!!'~;1fi~~~Y~'iit.; 
1. Integrated Project Planning 1.1 Preliminary Rating Prereq ..' Yi" "":, ,""":"~':":. ,r"";!';:•• 

. ....' 1.2 'Integrated Project Team ...' 1 0·1',,< . ·~O;,.,.';'".\;:;., ;!I'O;:!,: 
1.3 Professional Credentialed with Respect to LEED for Homes' 1 ':.0.,' ".... ' o:·":';:"'·'.":'~"O':'t 
1A Design CharrettS .. , '.. ". 1'.,0",""",'0··".,,;,:;,,' .\'.:01·" 

.1.5 Bulldlng'Oiient8tion for Solar Design 1 Oc: . .;' ·O·,<... ~,;:i ':"JJ:;"> 
2.~ " DurabUIty Planning Prereq ..·<·t·,,,::. 'Lei ''leN,' }.;:....,:\..: 

3.lnnovatlve or Regional 
Design -

10. 3.1' Innovation #1 1 0 ,.,,' O· ..,-' .. , 0' ': 
10.' 3.2 InnoVation #2 1 O' O· ' '0 '" 
~ .P Innovation #3... 1 0.' 0·. .." '. ·:0 ..' 
..... 3A ·1 en ... ;' 'JI :.;:; '.'.;;. ',~"D:"' 

s.u,b-Totsl forl~ Cetegory: . 11 O. 0' 

1. LEED NO 

2. Site Selection . 

3. Preferred locations 

4. Infrastructure 

5. Community Resourcesl . 
Transit. :" 

•Access to upen "pace 

1 . tEED.for.Ne.igl)!lo.rf1ood Development 

10. . 2 . Site Selection 

3.1' Edge Development .: .-' .. 
3.2 Intill 
3.3 . Previously Developed 

4 ..· Existing Infrastructure 

'. 5.1 "Basic Community Resources I Transit. ". : .', 
.. 6.2 .• Extensive Community Resources I.Trarislt' 

5.3 qlitslanding Community Resources I Transit' .; 

6. Access 10 uoen ace 

LL2-6 

U:3.2 f. 

LL5.2,5.3' 
: ·U:.5.3 

10 

2 
1 . 

2 
1 
1.. 
1 . 
2 
:3 

'J 0:'''::.'';. -:0·,. ,;;'0 :., 

. 2';,-' ·:0', ;·0," 
'.:.1,/. ;:: .... 0',· :.:"", ::0.:,; 
< .1.·;·;~'.,.,l);;\J;' ,.;j,~.;;', 

: 0 ;~"?;:;'.~.'- O~{::·i·:_7':',;~:· :t' ::O~~~! 

'0 ·: .. <·O':··:····.~··,';" ;"'O~·." ' 
3,\.':":'" 0";r,L:\,, ';: /;,O';I~ 

';,' ',./"" 

, '. ,. Siib-Tote/forLL Catei/ory: ~O ~O 0 '0' 

1.1 Erosion Controls During Construction Prereq .y '.~' "..:: ">:'-\i;: 
1.2· Minimize Disturbed Area of Site 1'. 0' 1":~ ...;:,.0: 'J," -:,:0.;.:.; 

~ 2.1 No Invasive Plants Prereq . M. .. ~: :.: '~::; 

10. 2.2 Basic Landscape Design SS2.5 2 .. 2 0' "0 ;.. 

10. 2.3 Umlt Conventional Turf SS2.5 3 . 3. . '0 .. .,'3· 
10. 2A Drought Tolerant Plants . SS·2.5 2 2 0'" .-/', }.2 .~. 

10. 2.5 Reduce Overall Irrigation Demand by at Least 20% 6 0 ,0· " 'I" "0, 

10. Reduce Local Heat Island Effects 1 O' ,.0 :.,;.', ,.:0..: 
10. 4.1 Parmeable Lot 4 o· 0 "·0· 

4.2 Permanent Erosion Controls 1 0 '0 . 0:· 

10. 4.3 Management of Run-off from Roof 2 o· .', 0... " ..}' ',.0.,.. 

5 ...est l;Ontrol A1temanves 2 1 o· . ~.: 0·'­
6.1 Moderate Density SS 6.2, 6.3 2 0 o· 0·; 
6.2 High Density SS,6.3 3 o· '. 0.;' O. 
6.3 Verv'Hlch Densilv 4 4' 0 _,1 ... ..··0·,· 

Sub-Total for S,S CBtegory: 22 .. 13 0 5 

6. Compact Developmant 

3. Local Heat Island Effects 

2. Land.s.caplng 

4. Surface Water 
Manag8ment 

·fj,ji,;f:';~~'$~i.Qi!!3J~S.~;(1($.$.}im:%\~T/'J~;'~;'i~;:,;lj:;i:~i.W,trig;:~\:E;'i;~i;f~~~1~M!J}I!i\'li~I~t$:~'~9.ln~'B@.l@ijil)~y:"Jj:f)~fJt~~';:,;;;~jW$.Rt.i2!~~~:#fi;~H~'if;11X~,~~;~;~J!~Th\1~~~;. 
1. Site Stewardship 

I:>. NonlOX c t'eSI <;onD'O 

<',e" 
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LEED for Homes Simplified Project Checklist for California (continued) 
Max' Project Pointe 

Pointe PreliminarY": Final 

·'J.j?;Wate(Efflci~ric;Y,';:{YVEI,;:1~%i',,"<.'i/';'i;,';.'.,: ,."'.' " :;~.':\!?/(Mininlum"of3:WE,.p'oiiitSReqUi~dlt"\;i~i,i~~·.t~<lii";,'{:QR,':t~:::'.~2.iSc..,~r;~fi'!,:~'X@S;:t,~1~~io!~<1!:f,:,~~'Y~~~ 
1. Weter Reuse	 1.1 RainwaterHarvestingSystem WE 1.3 4 0'0 "'0:'"
 

12 Graywater Reuse System WE 1.3 '1 0·0 '·0'­
1.3	 Use of Municipal Recyded Water System 3 0 O. ,,.0:,'. 

2. Irrigation System ,.,	 2.1 High Efficiency Irrigation System WE 2.3 3 '3,0 ;'.';' '<,0 " 
22 Third Party Inspection WE 2.3 1 o· 0 :' "':' °" 

.'"	 2,3 .Reduce Overall Irrigation Demand by at least 45% 4 . 0 ., o. ':' '.' 0(': 

3. Indoor Water Use	 3.1 High-Efficiency Fixtures and Fittings 3 3.' 0 :'·0: ::' 
32	 VAn, 1·II~h 6 () :0 ". 

\;. ",	 .,sub-Total fOr WE Category: ....15:' .6.'. "0 ::0:: 
:,t.EljergYf:arid:Almp.~p'te;~~EA)::;i\";;,:'~1H?jt;:',':(\1~F}:::<i'i:'::(MibiiJ1~jj1;Qf:(I'E,6;P.oin.:~;~~qlil~d)[;;!"~,i",::g:1J~~~1l~~;)if{OR&.x,~t),0;i~;'~t~{i';it~\~~)~,';i~~f.1F$\~~1 

1. Optimize'Energy Performance	 1.1 Performance of.ENERGY S:rAR for Homes' . Prereq o::;'~N ,> ,~;,:,,)
 

In California "1::!~cep~onalErier9ypildo.rm~!,~:· .. 19'· , ',:,0.: ,yo ";>~T tjO,'{
 
7. Wate~ Heating. ,., '.7',' Eflicl,ent Hot Wa~er Distribution> .	 " 2.: ,.~·o . "'!',W·c'U,~::,~ ",0'.(1'\, 
8. Lighting'	 S,1 TiUe-24 Lighting::., .Prereq 'Y;-"',_.'·C"·",' ,"":': '!:;';"i~'
 

82 Improved Ughting EA8.3· 1 O· . '·0.·......"0··
 
8.3	 AdvancedUghting 3 0",<".0-.,,-")" ·,:0". 

9. Appllan~es 9.1 .High-Efliclency Appliances	 2. 1:: :,0 ,. . " 0 ': ' 
9.2 WaJe.r"~fflclent ~~~es Washer '1." -1 ,.~. ':;;;::O)~:/,,;'~,!~;-i' ~~~~~~\;il 

, 10. Renewable Energy In CA ,.,	 10 RenewableEnergySystem 10. O· ·,.0c':·>~"iC·'· 'kO';';·,. 
11. Residential Refrigerant	 11.1 Refrigerant Charge Test Prereq N, ··i."'. "
 

Manaaement 112 ADDrODriate HVAC Refrlaenmts 1·,0 '.
 

Sub-Total fo~ EA Category: 38 2 0 ° 
;;:.1jj.'N!,wJ:ia.Is.'jln.~'g~i!9,,'(c:e~~!~~(MR)ir'di:\,·i:\;'?;~'>:;;);:~:~'~:};\(Miilimu~:o(:?;¥~'I"Qi~iS:Requ'r~)i:!;,,:iUi!,'~{'ii:',\·'(i}~P~.::E'j~H~?~~j~i~~iW,1'r1f'b~~~~~~~w:!g-~'ik~ 
1. Materlal-Efflclent Framing	 1.1 FramJng Order Waste Factor Umn Prereq M "
 

12 DeteilecfFraming Documents MR 1.5 1 1 . 0 ,. Oi:·
 
1.3 DetalJed CutUstand lumber Order MR1.5 1 1·0 CoO."". ,"'0:,,\ 
1A Framing Efficiencies .MR 1.5 3 0 0 ., °.'.: 
1.5	 Off·slte FabriCation 4 ' .a '0, '!.' 0;: ' 

2. Environmentally Preferable ,'"	 ,2.1 F:S,C~rtifil!dTrolli~I.)ffc;KXl~,,,~... "prea,roq ·M .'.,....., 
Prod,ucte ,., 22 EnvironmenlaUy Pnsferabl8 Products 0	 .:' '.0 ". . '''0 ;;, 

3. Waste'Management 

Sub-Tota/forMR Category: 16,. 3.5 0 1:5 

LEED for Homes'SimplifiedProject Checklist for California (continLied) . 
Max Project Pointe 

" Pointe Preliminary '.. FinaL. 

131. ENERGY·.STAR with lAP 

2. Comb,uatlon Venting	 2,1 Basic Combustion Venting Measures . EQ1, 
22 Enh!lnced Combustion Venting Measures '. EQt· ." 

1 .-.3. Moisture .control MolS1\Jre lC)lld Control,'	 'EQ1 
Prereq . 4. Outdoor Air Ve,ntllatlon ',.,	 4.1 Basic Outdoor Air Ventilation EQ1 

"0,·.	 ';"0,., 42 Enhanced outdoor AIr Ventilation :2 
14.3 Third-Party Perfonnanoe Testing	 EQ1 ,.,5. Local'Exhaust	 5.1. Basic local Exhaust EQ,1 P~req" 

52	 Enhan'ced Local Exhaust o o1 
o o ,0'.5.3	 Third-Party Performance Testing 1 

Prereq M6. Distribution of Space lo.	 5.1 Room-by-Room Load Calculations EQ1 
1 0 0Heating and Cooling S2 Retum Air Flow' Room by Room Controls'	 EQ1 

S.3 Third-Party Performance Test' Multipie Zones EQ1 2 0.. ,0. ::.~.°
7. Air Filtering	 7.1 Good Alters EQ1 Prereq. M " , 72 Better Alters	 EQ7.3 1· ....O=-'--~O_·~~..,".;·O;.,,"'"I:· 

2 0 o· ,:,.0,::.7.3	 Best Alters 

B. Contaminant Control	 8.1 Indoor Conlaminant Control during Construction 'EQ1 
2
1 1-::-1_---:O:-...".-.H~:_:o;.,'_.i

0 0 .,' 0',:S2	 .Indoor Conteminant Control 
1 ....o~--,..··~o,.,.'--,...-.+·i~;O:-;_~:'l·.8.3 Preoccupancy Flush	 EQ 1 

9. Radon Protection	 9.1 Radon-Reslstant Construction in High-Risk Areas EQ 1 Prereq rN.:;;1A~"""~""''''''+'-;;--l
92 Redon-Re~istarit Conslruclion In Moderate-Risk Areas ·EQ 1 l' 0.. '0·' ." ,0",' 

10. Garage Pollutant Protection'	 10.1 ·.No HVAC in Garage EQ 1 .. Prereq I--;Y:--"""~-4"""~ 
102 Minimize PoUutents from Garage	 EQ 1,10.4 2 ·2 0' "'0·'" 
10.3 Exhaust Fan in Garage	 EQ1,10.4 1 0 0 .0: 

3 0 0 "'/1,:'10.4 Detached Garalle or No Garalle	 EQ1 

Sub-Total for EO Category: 21 5 0 ° 

2. Education of Building 
Manager Education of BuildingManager o o :0 

Sub-Total for AE Category: 3 o o ° 
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LEED for Horries Simplified Project Checklist 
for California 

for HDtrles~ ~ 
Builder Name: 220 View Street· Certified 

p..ojiic:tTeam Leader (If different): 

Home Address (StreetlCltylState): • Mountsln View, CA 

Project D!,scrlptlon: . Adjusted Certification Thresholds 

Building type: MultJ-famlly Project type: Custom Certified: 44.5 Gold: 74.5 ) 

; # of units: 22 Avg. Home Size Adjustment: 41.5 Silver: 59.5 Platinum: 89.5 

. 'date iast updated: Max Project Pointe 
laSt updated by : Points Preliminary Final 

'. 
j 
I 

./ 

~~l{.~·:::\i.;;Jij~"p~~UQ"I_t!~~~'9!i1P~~("~i(lP)~;:fSf~~~';~;~~m~t:i~:'~~~~~H~P:~Mintmwn:~c!iffli;~~~CNi~),v.;fA~;.\f¥$:"&~·;;t,~:jt~t~~iiuNfHi1~~~~~':~t!:X~.~l~·~~~{~~r~.~~~~~·~~~.!.~i.(ji~H~ 
1. Integrated Project Planning 1.1 Preliminary Rating Prereq .....y ~-,.:r,r.,..;·':. :.:.:",': ..' ';;:,;,~". 

. . 12 . Integrated Project Team 1 ".1 .....,. '''0: .•. ~, ,,, "".0 ..;.' 
1.3 Professional Cnsdentialed with Respect to LEED,for Homes' 1 0 ·,'·0 ;.. n: :. '.' :leo:', 
1A Design'Charrette 1 ,'. 0'''''*.0 """"".,\ ·:,'0.';\ 
,.s .Building Orienlation for Solar Design 1 . () '.' . 0"... ....... '::' °c';; , 

2. Durability Management 
PrOcess 

3.lnnovatlve or Regional 
Design 

2.'.. Durability PI.annl.ng . Proreq . '..y .. , '." : ", , . 
22 Durability Management Proreq Y ...... ., : :'i:': .. '·:h'.· 
2.3 .·Thlrd-Party DunsbUity Management Verification 3 0 0 

a 3.' Innovation #1 1, I-';O~_'~"';O"";''''';'~';'' ..:,;.O~':...f' 
a 32 Innoviltion #2 1 I-~O:-·_·_·.-:O::-::~_+;:.-:·OH. 
a 3.3 .Innovation #3. 1 0 0 . . °. 

:)t.' 3,4 1 0,·· ... ;0';"". <,": 

. Sub-Total fo, 10 .Ca.tf!gory: 11 1 0 0" 

1. LEED NO ., LEED for Neighborhood Development' . LL2-6 " 10 :··0·· ..·':·.. ·.0··"·::.,··<'· ~~t-D ~:\ 

2. Site Selection a 2· Site Selection 2 ,;2. .. :.:.O,.~·.::.'..>· :.i•.O... 
3. pretenred locations • 3.' Edge Development LL3.2 1'. ··0.'.·" ;.0 .. ... ::"0·,.:' 

32 Infill 2 .. 2 0'·' ,.. 0'. 
3.3 Previously Developed 1 , l' .0;:· .y~: :':0..';• 

4. Infrastructure .. 4 ExIsting Infrastructure 1 .' ..1" :,~· ..,.,fr,; ·;,~:,.,·t .:.;.. /?.;., 
5: Community Resoun:esl 5.' Basic Community Resources I·Translt. U5.2.5.3 1 ::. O.::~",;,,}:,:: OL'~':" -; <}':'~:~,:' ·~\O.!':l· 

Transit 52 . Extensive Community Resources I Transtt • U5.3 2 .... :0 ',~." ·~.o .. ~::l:' .......n. ·.~:·O:-\~~ 
. 

5.3 ·Outstendlng Community Resources I Transit 3 3 ./'.: .o..-!.~'.l--':.\.~~":~' '.:~~,O"",(·:: 

• ACCess to UDBn l:ioace 6 AcceSS to uoen ;:;oace .. 7" ···• .. 0 
;.,-.1" '·0" 

Sub-TotalforU Cetegory: 10 ... 10 0 0 

1. Site Stewardship 

2. landscaping 

3. Local Heat Island Effects 

4. Surface Water 
M'aiiagement 

• Nontox c es, ....nD'O 
6. Compact Development 

a 2.' No Invasive Plants 
a 22 Basic Landscape Design . 
a 2.3 Umit Conventlonal Turf 
a 2.4 Drought Tolerant Plants 
a 2.5 Reduce Overall Irrigation Demand by at Least 20% 

. a ·3 Reduce Local Heat Island Effects 

a 4.'· .. Permeable Lot 
42 Permanent Erosion Controls 

a 4.3. Management of Run-off from Roof 
5 es, "",nUOI ""emauves 

6.1 Moderate Density 
62 High Density 
6.3 Very Hi!lh Density 

SS2.5 
882.5 

.·SS 2.5 

SS 6.2, 6.3 
SS6.3 

Sub-Total fo, SS Cetegory: 
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LEED for Homes Simplified Project Checklist for California (continued) 
Max Project Points 

Points Preliminary Final 

~t1·[r~ ;Wat~tJ:.ffi~iii~~cY{r(w~J~~t::?;\nt~:::\~i_;::,:l,>~~t~~:t:.:,:·,:\:':';;;,1;;":;::'",;>.'·~~~:(5;t(Miijirflum)Sf·3.~WE~~Oi"ti:~i!q~iijid)',~;~~Yi;::;~~~~_H:i,'~!~·:·~i~~i~~·OR};:{~·;;:f~~.~!l'i:.~.~~'~;;~',0!iS;~y'~"yi\:~~e~;~:~§&\}~~Ht~j&~ 

0 0 ','0' ' 
0 0 0 . 
o· 0 ." " O. ' 

") 

3 O' "'" ., ... 0.' ; 
0 0 . '·0 
0 0 : ),.0,".: ' 

1" 0 '.,' , ',,'>0 ' 
4 '1>. ,,',," n 
8 0' "0" 

0 "" 0 "'''.'','' :,0', 
3 ,0' : 0" 

Proreq 'Y," i' ',:." ; •..' :.1"',',;.:; 

,11..... ,'o, 0,', p'''!', :,.0..<:' 
'0" •. ; ",O,<;;',t'" .,'!U:. 
. Y ','Cd.." .,.:., ';, ...;:,:.;", 

1. Optimize. Energy Perfonnance 

' 1 0', ,0, 
.0, :.. ,;:,0. ".,,,,,'.':\, "0',0.,' 

y. 
f 0' .'0,' 

5 0 0 

Proreq I-.,:y~--::--~+;:""-d 
8 " ,3. 0 ,,:,0 :' 

Proreq y, " . 
3 ,·?f',";.n ....',"·' .. :,2.!P 

16 , 7.5 o 

1. Water Reuse 1.1 Rainwater Harvesting System	 WE 1.3 
1.2	 Graywater Reuse System WE 1.3 
1.3	 Use of Municipal Recycled Weter System 

2. Irrigation System .... 2.1 High Efficiency Irrigation System	 WE 2.3 
2.2 Third Party Inspection WE 2.3 

.... 2.3 Reduce Overall Irrigation Demand by at Least 45% 

3. Indoor Water Use 3.1 Hlgh-Efficlency Fixtures and Fittings 
3.2	 \la"' """" 

4 
1 
3 

3 
1 

4 

3 
6 

". '	 Sub-Totel forWE Category:. 15 

In 'California' 

7. Wat~r Heating	 7 Efficient Hot Water Distribution 

8. Ughtlng	 8.1 'ntie-24 Ughting . 
8.2 improved Ughting EA8.3, 
8,3 Advanced Ughting 

9. Appliances	 8.1 High-Efficlency Appliances 
8.2 Water-Efficlant Clothes Washer 

10. Renewable ,Energy In CA 10 Renewable Energy Systam 

11. Residential Refrigerant	 11.1 ~efrigerant Charge Test 
Manaaement 11.2 ADorODriate HVAC Rafrioerants 

, Sub-Total for EA ca~gory: 

2. Environmentally P~ferable .... 2.1 FSC cartified Tropical Wood 
Products .... 2.2 EnWonmenteily Pnlterabla Products 

3. Waste Management	 ' 3.1 ConsllUction Wasta Managament Planning 
.. 3.2 ' . ' '", 

Sub-Total for MR catagory: 

19
 

2
 
Proreq,
 

1
 
3
 
2
 
, 

,Proreq 

1 

38 

LEED'for Homes Simplified Project Checklist for California (continued) 
Max Project Points 

Points Preliminary Final 

'i;f::';-;'lijd@(~~Vj!'OJ.jm~i1ti!1l'QuaIJW~J,eQ)~'~':"'f;:'::);ffWA!;,.~;,tif(MiJij!iiijiT(Of.6:J;9iJ?illiltS~RiiqY[Ml))ii~"~:{~'il\i!$~@,\;:oRg"[\'''',:;:;;;;\M8\<;f:Cj'~;,tX~';:;'~i;;::i!''l~~;';

1. ENERGY STAR with lAP 1 ENERGY STAR with Indoor All' Package. 13 0, ,"D. :'c':" :"" ;' ~.'.: 

2. Combustion Venting 2.1 Basic Combustion Venting Measures EQ 1 Proreq y ;"', .' 
2.2 Enhanced Combustion Venting Measures EQ 1 2 2 "'.,;0" "''';.''''-'. i:O,(i." 

X~iif. ;

3. Moisture Control ,Molstura LoadControl EQ 1 1 '. 0 '0;";',' , ' \"0'"', 

4. Outdoor Air Ventilation 4.1 

4.2 

4.3 

BasicOutdoorAlrVentilation" EQ1 
enhanced OutdoorAlrVentilation 
Third-Party Parformance Testing EQ'1 

Proreq 

2 
1 

y, ,·,c,,;'." 

O'0, ,,"; 
0 :0';" ':,', 

",.;.',', 

';:';0,' 
':'0·.. ' 

5. Local Exhaust .... .5.1 Besic Local Exhaust EQ 1 
6.2 Enhanced Local Exhaust 
5.3 ,Third-Party Performance Testing 

Proreq 
1 
1 

I--::y:-----::--..,.;
1 0 ,

I--::o~.--,~O--~"

.,..f~~~ 
,'0
';":,OH 

6. Distribution of Space 
Heating and Cooling 

6,1 

8.2 

6.3 

Room-by-Room Load Calculations EQ 1 
Retum Alr Flow I Room by Room Controls EQ 1 
Third-Party Parformance Tast I Multiple Zones EQ 1 

Proreq 
1 
2 

I--::y~'_""""':~_--1~,

0 0 .. 
l-~o,...._~O~__--1_

.;....I 

,II"" 
·~OH 

7. Air Filtering 7.1 

7.2 

7.3 

Good Filters EQ 1 
Better Filters EQ 7.3 
Best Filters 

Proreq 
1 
2 

I--::y_'_'-::-,_...:.!­
I-~O:.-._"'O_.....,~..

0 0' 

',,;...,i 
.;.:O~:. 

·:0:" 

8. Contaminant Control .... 8.1 ,Indoor Contemlnant Control during Construction EQ 1 
8.2 Indoor Contaminant Control 

.... 8,3 Preoccupancy Flush EQ 1 

1 
2 
1 

1--:1:---_.;.:,0~-..."..

I-~O:---~~O:--',....;-.
l' '0 

J_~.O;'.~' 

+­ ..:l,0~..;,.i·; 

0; " 

9. Radon Protection .... 8,1 Radon-Resistant ConsllUction In High-Rlsk Areas EQ 1 
.... 8.2 Radon-Raslstent Construction In Moderate-Risk Areas EQ 1 

Proreq 
1 0: " 0 

~N:,YA~....-::-__4...
. ,0 'S 

..,.,....;.I 

10. Garage Pollutent Protection 10,1 No HVAC In Garage EQ 1 
10.2 Minimize Pollutants from Garage. EQ 1,10.4 
10.3 Exhaust Fan In Garage , EQ 1, 10.4 
10.4 Detached Garaoe or No Garana EQ 1 

Proreq 
2 
1 
3 

l--:y:-----::-....,.~
2 0 
0 0 
0 0 ' 

4
,0 . 
0 .. 
0 

.;,;.."H 

Sub-Total for EQ Category: 21 7 0 0 

2. Education of Building 
Manager Education of Building Manager .0 o o 

Sub-Total for AE Catagory: 3 o o o 

U.S. Graen Building Council	 November I, 2009 


