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January 21, 2014 

 

Lisa Bender 

Ward 10 Council Member 

350 S. 5th St. Room 307 

Minneapolis, MN 55415 

 

Re:  Wrecking Permit for 2320 Colfax Ave. S Minneapolis, MN 55405 

 

Dear Ms. Bender 

 

I am writing this letter with the hope of stopping the wrecking permit for 2320 Colfax Ave. S 

Minneapolis, MN 55405. As a seasoned registered architect in the State of Minnesota and a Member 

of the Construction Specification Institute, my opinion differs from the property owner Mike Crow. 

With this letter, I hope to reverse your decision to destroy this house by providing historic and 

support information.   

 

1. Economics in Residential Property:  
The owner of any property has a right which comes with responsibilities. For instance, windows 

typically need to be upgraded for proper function every 20 years; roofing in 15 to 25 years. Property 

values dramatically decline/incline based on maintenance and improvements employed.  

 

In the case of the 2320 and 2316 Colfax Ave. S property, Mr. Crow purchased these properties at a 

low market price (2316 Colfax sold $105,000 / 1999 by record).  He then chose to rent the units 

without further maintenance, as a slum lord. 

 

My personal residence at 2204 Colfax Ave. S was purchased in 2003($335,000).  Many exterior 

maintenance issues were addressed. As a result of this proper maintenance it is now appraised at 

$500,000. Several other homes in the vicinity, also properly maintained, sold in recent years (2212 

Colfax sold $512,000, 2200 Colfax sold $415,000). 

 

As I mentioned, I respect the property owner’s right to handle their properties however she/he wants 

but the result of that has consequences. If Mr. Crow had properly maintained these houses instead of 

draining all rental income for years, these houses would easily be worth a million dollars total in the 

current location. Despite change of use (from a one family house to a rooming house with shared 

restroom) and lack of maintenance, Mr. Crow complains that it is impossible to sell and it is worth 

only $350,000 each at most.  

 

I believe that the developer offered $950,000 to $1.25 M to Mr. Crow for land values of 2320 and 

2316 Colfax Ave. S. It is apparent that Mr. Crow’s gain of $600,000 – was without regard to the 
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historical impact on the neighborhood. This is a Wealth without Work gain as in Mohandas 

Gandhi’s “Seven Blunders of the World”. If a wrecking permit is issued, the city has subsidized a 

sale of irresponsible property ownership.  

 

The consequences of owners’ exercised right shall be the owners. It is most logical that Mr. 

Crow should bear a return penalty for impacting historical market values 

 

2. Understanding sustainability in development 

 

Most non-professionals are confused about sustainability. Developers praise their new projects as a 

LEED, Green or Sustainable building yet it is very opposite in most cases. Constructing a new 

building consumes a tremendous amount of energy and resources. A modern new building of wood 

frame construction has a life cycle of 20 to 30 years. It starts with a deep negative in terms of 

sustainability even considering energy savings through better insulation and windows.  

On the other hand, building re-use almost always yields fewer environmental impacts than new 

construction when comparing buildings of similar size and functionality. Please see attached 

article on “ The Greenest Building: Quantifying the Environmental Value of Building Reuse”. 

Also, Donovan Rypkema from the Preservation Action Council of San Jose addresses this issue 

clearly: 

“Let’s start with the environmental responsibility component of sustainable 

development. How does historic preservation contribute to that? Well, we could 

begin with the simple area of solid waste disposal. In the United States, almost one 

ton of solid waste per person is collected annually. Solid waste disposal is 

increasingly expensive both in dollars and in environmental impacts. So let me put 

this in context for you. You know we all diligently recycle our Coke cans. It’s a pain 

in the neck, but we do it because it’s good for the environment. Here is a typical 

building in a North American downtown – 25 feet wide and 100 or 120 or 140 feet 

deep. Let’s say that today we tear down one small building like this in your 

neighborhood. We have now wiped out the entire environmental benefit from the 

last 1,344,000 aluminum cans that were recycled. We’ve not only wasted an 

historic building, we’ve wasted months of diligent recycling by the good people of 

our community. And that calculation only considers the impact on the landfill, not 

any of the other sustainable development calculations like the next one on my list – 

embodied energy.” 
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“1. Sustainable development is crucial for economic competitiveness.  

2. Sustainable development has more elements than just environmental responsibility. 

3. “Green buildings” and sustainable development are not synonymus. 

4. Historic preservation is, in and of itself, sustainable development. 

5. Development without a historic preservation component is not sustainable. 

Sustainable development is about, but not limited to, environmental sustainability. There is far more 

to sustainable development than green buildings such as: 

• Repairing and rebuilding historic wood windows would mean that the dollars are spent locally 

instead of at a distant window manufacturing plant. That’s economic sustainability, also part of 

sustainable development. 

• Maintaining as much of the original fabric as possible is maintaining the character of the historic 

neighborhood. That’s cultural sustainability, also part of sustainable development.” 

 

For me, it is clear and logical to reuse 2320 Colfax Ave. S in an economic, environmental and 

cultural sustainability point of view. 

 

 

3. R6 in North of LHENA and Wood Frame Construction:  
 

Despite major objection of LHENA residents, the city of Minneapolis placed R6 Zoning in north of 

24th street in LHENA. I understand the intent of the city and it could be accomplished with sensible 

design.  

 

As far as I understand, intention of R6 is to build high density property when older properties are  

destroyed by fire or other significant damages. Also, there are larger land/ larger buildings are 

available to achieve higher density property. Wrecking 2320 Colfax does not fit the intention of 

proposed R6. It only destroys the integrity of the historic homes on Colfax Ave.S east side (between 

24th and 22nd, on Colfax East, all historic houses are intact on exterior regardless of use) 

 

The majority of proposed apartment and condo design including 2320 Colfax Ave.S are based on 

wood frame construction. It is the most economical construction method for large land with new 

construction. This construction method covers land with an excessive foot print – due to cheap and 

weak structure of wood vs strong concrete and steel frame. Also, it lacks flexibility which can be 

used in eclectic area like uptown and LHENA. 
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Considering that 65%-70% of construction cost is labor and most construction companies operate 

outside of Minneapolis, new buildings do not create jobs for Minneapolis residents.  

 “Repairing and rebuilding historic wood windows would mean that the dollars are spent locally 

instead of at a distant window manufacturing plant. That’s economic sustainability, also part of 

sustainable development”. - Donovan Rypkema. Also, it will replace completely solid structure 

with historic feature, new construction is wasteful in sustainability perspective. New construction is 

tax revenue for the city but the surrounding home owners have to endure the compromised urban 

fabric and cultural integrity.  

 

With a more creative approach, the city can get tax revenue and keep the integrity of 

neighborhood – see Vancouver picture.     

 

 

4. Cultural and Historic Value in Minneapolis: 
 

It is difficult to see the value of 2320 Colfax Ave. S for the untrained eye. Frankly, Mr. Crow 

rearranged interior of house to get maximum profit out of this historic home so it is harder in 2320 

Colfax. But the exterior is an invaluable asset to the city and LHENA NOT interiors. Besides the 

public park quality of front and side yard, the intricate architectural work on exterior is 

irreplaceable. As I mentioned, 65%-70% of construction cost is labor and you can imagine how 

much it will cost to build a house like this with modern labor. 

 

Most home buyers in this neighborhood have invested their hard earned money into older houses 

assuming whatever they purchase will be there for good unless there is an unfortunate natural 

disaster – fire or tornado. Counting the consequences of owners’ exercised right, it is irresponsive 

that city ignore the home owner’s expectations by wrecking this perfectly working historic structure. 

If a new apartment is built at 2320 Colfax, my house value may plummet because potential buyers 

will recognize the destroyed historic context on Colfax Ave.   

 

The value of historic structure is hard to see when we feel like we have urgent things to take care of 

but Great Cities in the world were able to keep or at least maintained eclectic charm.  
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Picture above is a traditional Korean house area where it became a very popular destination for 

Asian tourists. The tourists love to stay in these homes. 

Of course it was not easy to maintain for owners (comparing new high-rise apartment in Seoul) yet 

it become an invaluable asset for the city and income generating “Green” industry.  I am not 

claiming that LHENA can be completely traditional district yet saving older-historic homes is the 

CRITICAL PATH to be successful international city we can develop together.  

 

 
 

Old house incorporated into an apartment building, West End, Vancouver, British Columbia. 

 

Please see attached article “ Economic Benefits of Preservation” by Donovan Rypkema. 

 

As you know, we have great examples of restored high density homes that generate tax revenue as 

well as sustaining it’s historical integrity. 

 

 

2016 Bryant Ave. S – Apartment with Historic Exterior 

2217 Colfax Ave.S – multi-family housing with a senior living on the first floor 
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5. Legal Consequence:  
 

I endorse the idea that everyone has a different opinion on topics and we can debate for a better 

Minneapolis. Unfortunately, the wrecking permit and new apartment impacts mostly residents living 

near 2320 Colfax Ave. S.  Therefore this decision process must be logical and transparent. If a 

wrecking permit is issued, the city must convince the residents the decision making process is in 

written form. Otherwise, I can see that city is violating resident’s basic rights. 

  

1. Worst precedent on Zoning and Planning in LHENA, preferable decision for developer without 

grounds and huge ripple effect on other historic houses 

2. Plunging house price in adjacent neighborhood 

3. Destroyed historical integrity on Colfax Ave.S  on east side between 22nd and 24th - plummeting 

house prices on entire block 

4. Unfair financial rewards to irresponsible owner and threatening other house owner's 

financial basis  

5. Negative impact from new, low quality wood frame apartment in parking, traffic, character lost, 

sun shade and noise during construction/after occupancy 

 

  

Thank you for reading my letter regarding 2320 Colfax Ave. S property. I was trying to be as logical 

and fair as possible and I hope this has helped you to understand the issue on 2320 Colfax Ave. S. 

 

 

Best. 

 

 

 

Peter S. Kim, registered architect in MN, certified document technologist, leadership in energy and 

environmental design (LEED) accredited professional, architectural consultant and advisor for 

Minneapolis Public Schools. 
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THE GREENEST BUILDING: QUANTIFYING THE ENVIRONMENTAL VALUE OF BUILDING REUSE VI

executIVe summary
Until now, little has been known about the climate change reductions that might 
be offered by reusing and retrofitting existing buildings rather than demolish-
ing and replacing them with new construction. This groundbreaking study 
concludes that building reuse almost always offers environmental savings over 
demolition and new construction. Moreover, it can take between 10 and 80 
years for a new, energy-efficient building to overcome, through more efficient 
operations, the negative climate change impacts that were created during the 
construction process. However, care must be taken in the selection of construc-
tion materials in order to minimize environmental impacts; the benefits of reuse 
can be reduced or negated based on the type and quantity of materials selected 
for a reuse project. 

This research provides the most comprehensive analysis to date of the poten-
tial environmental impact reductions associated with building reuse. Utilizing 
a Life Cycle Analysis (LCA) methodology, the study compares the relative 
environmental impacts of building reuse and renovation versus new construc-
tion over the course of a 75-year life span. LCA is an internationally recognized 
approach to evaluating the potential environmental and human health impacts 
associated with products and services throughout their respective life cycles.1 
This study examines indicators within four environmental impact categories, 
including climate change, human health, ecosystem quality, and resource 
depletion. It tests six different building typologies, including a single-family 
home, multifamily building, commercial office, urban village mixed-use build-
ing, elementary school, and warehouse conversion. The study evaluates these 
building types across four U.S. cities, each representing a different climate 
zone, i.e., Portland, Phoenix, Chicago, and Atlanta. A summary of life cycle 
environmental impacts of building reuse, expressed as a percentage of new 
construction impacts, is shown in the following figure (Summary of Results). 

Key fIndInGs and anaLysIs 

buiLdinG reuse aLMost aLways yieLds Fewer environMentaL 
iMPaCts than new ConstruCtion when CoMParinG buiLdinGs oF 
siMiLar size and FunCtionaLity.2 

The range of environmental savings from building reuse varies widely, based on 
building type, location, and assumed level of energy efficiency. Savings from 
reuse are between 4 and 46 percent over new construction when comparing 
buildings with the same energy performance level. The warehouse-to-multifam-
ily conversion – one of the six typologies selected for study – is an exception: it 
generates a 1 to 6 percent greater environmental impact relative to new con-
struction in the ecosystem quality and human health impact categories, respec-
tively.3 This is due to a combination of factors, including the amount and types 
of materials used in this project. 

This research 
provides the most 
comprehensive analysis 
to date of the potential 
environmental impact 
reductions associated 
with building reuse.



Summary of Results – The Greenest Building: Quantifying the Environmental Value of Building Reuse

EnvironmEntal impacts of rEnovation as a pErcEntagE of nEw construction

A full description of each impact category and the methods used to evaluate them is located in the Technical Appendices. Base Case = average energy performance; see Section 4 on  methodology for determining energy use. Advanced Case = 30% more efficient than Base Case.
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reuse-based impact reductions may seem small when considering a single 
building. however, the absolute carbon-related impact reductions can be 
substantial when these results are scaled across the building stock of a city. For 
example, if the city of Portland were to retrofit and reuse the single-family homes 
and commercial office buildings that it is otherwise likely to demolish over the 
next 10 years, the potential impact reduction would total approximately 231,000 
metric tons of CO2 – approximately 15% of their county’s total CO2 reduction tar-
gets over the next decade.4 When scaled up even further to capture the poten-
tial for carbon reductions in other parts of the country, particularly those with a 
higher rate of demolition, the potential for savings could be substantial. Given 
these potential savings, additional research and analysis are needed to help 
communities design and employ public-policy tools that will remove obstacles to 
building reuse. 

reuse oF buiLdinGs with an averaGe LeveL oF enerGy PerForManCe 
ConsistentLy oFFers iMMediate CLiMate-ChanGe iMPaCt reduCtions 
CoMPared to More enerGy-eFFiCient new ConstruCtion. 

It is often assumed that the CO2-reduction benefits gained by a new, energy 
efficient building outweigh any negative climate change impacts associated 
with the construction of that building. This study finds that it takes 10 to 80 
years for a new building that is 30 percent more efficient than an average-per-
forming existing building to overcome, through efficient operations, the nega-
tive climate change impacts related to the construction process.5 As indicated 
in the following table, an exception also exists here for the warehouse-to-mul-
tifamily building conversion. Upon analysis, this adaptive use scenario does not 
offer the carbon savings provided by other reuse scenarios. 

building reuse alone cannot fulfill the urgent task of reducing climate change 
emissions. The summary of results of this study, shown on the previous 
page, documents how reuse and retrofitting for energy efficiency, together, 
offer the most significant emissions reductions in the categories of climate 
change, human health, and resource impact. Certainly, the barriers to retrofits 
are numerous. However, a variety of organizations are presently working to 
address the obstacles to greening existing buildings. This study finds that reuse 
and retrofit are particularly impactful in areas in which coal is the dominant 
energy source and more extreme climate variations drive higher energy use. 

MateriaLs Matter: the Quantity and tyPe oF MateriaLs used 
in a buiLdinG renovation Can reduCe, or eveN NegaTe, the 
beneFits oF reuse.

In general, renovation projects that require many new materials – for example, an 
addition to an elementary school or the conversion of a warehouse to a residen-
tial or office use – offer less significant environmental benefits than scenarios in 
which the footprints or uses of the buildings remain unchanged. In the case of the 
warehouse-to-multifamily conversion scenario, the newly constructed building 
actually demonstrated fewer environmental impacts in the categories of ecosys-
tem quality and human health.

This study finds that it 
takes 10 to 80 years 
for a new building 
that is 30 percent 
more efficient than an 
average-performing 
existing building to 
overcome, through 
efficient operations, 
the negative climate 
change impacts related 
to the construction 
process.5
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Although warehouse conversions and school additions require more material 
inputs than other types of renovation projects, reusing these buildings is still more 
environmentally responsible – in terms of climate change and resource impacts – 
than building anew, particularly when these buildings are retrofitted to perform at 
advanced efficiency levels. Better tools are needed to aid designers in selecting 
materials with the least environmental impacts. Such resources would benefit new 
construction and renovation projects alike.

study objectIVes and aPProach

Every year, approximately 1 billion square feet of buildings are demolished 
and replaced with new construction in the United States.6 The Brookings 
Institution projects that some 82 billion square feet of existing space will be 
demolished and replaced between 2005 and 2030 – roughly one-quarter of 
today’s existing building stock.7 Yet, few studies to date have sought to exam-
ine the environmental impacts of razing old buildings and erecting new struc-
tures in their place. In particular, the climate change implications of demoli-
tion and new construction, as compared to building renovation and reuse, 
remain under-examined. 

Year Of Carbon Equivalency For Existing Building Reuse Versus 
New Construction

This study finds that it takes between 10 to 80 years for a new building that is  
30 percent more efficient than an average-performing existing building to 
overcome, through efficient operations, the negative climate change impacts 
related to the construction process. This table illustrates the numbers of years 
required for new, energy efficient new buildings to overcome impacts. 

Building Type chicago Portland

Urban Village Mixed Use 42 years 80 years

Single-Family Residential 38 years 50 years

Commercial Office 25 years 42 years

Warehouse-to-Office  
Conversion

12 years 19 years

Multifamily Residential 16 years 20 years

Elementary School 10 years 16 years

Warehouse-to-Residential 
Conversion*

Never Never

*The warehouse-to-multifamily conversion (which operates at an average level of efficiency) does not 
offer a climate change impact savings compared to new construction that is 30 percent more efficient. 
These results are driven by the amount and kind of materials used in this particular building conversion. 
As evidenced by the study’s summary of results, as shown on page VII, the warehouse-to-residential 
conversion does offer a climate change advantage when energy performance for the new and existing 
building scenarios are assumed to be the same. This suggests that it may be especially important to 
retrofit warehouse buildings for improved energy performance, and that care should be taken to select 
materials that will maximize environmental savings.

Warehouse 
conversions and 
school additions 
require large 
materials inputs, 
however reusing 
these buildings still 
has lower climate 
change and resource 
impacts.
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Although awareness about the need to reduce near-term climate change impacts 
is growing, a greater understanding of the potential environmental savings that 
can be offered by reusing existing buildings rather than developing new buildings 
is still needed. This study compares the environmental impacts of building demo-
lition and new construction relative to building renovation and reuse. The study 
has three key objectives:

•	 To compute and compare the life-cycle environmental impacts of buildings 
undergoing rehabilitation to those generated by the demolition of existing 
buildings and their replacement with new construction;

•	 To determine which stage of a building’s life (i.e. materials production, 
construction, occupancy) contributes most significantly to its environmental 
impacts, when those impacts occur, and what drives those impacts; and

•	 To assess the influence of building typology, geography, energy performance, 
electricity-grid mix, and life span on environmental impacts throughout a 
building’s life cycle. 

In examining these themes, the authors consider potential opportunities to 
reduce carbon emissions and other negative environmental impacts through 
building reuse and explore how differences in building type, climate, and 
energy-efficiency levels affect these opportunities. 

This research is intended to serve as a resource for those who influence and 
shape the built environment, including policy makers, building owners, develop-
ers, architects, engineers, contractors, real estate professionals, and non-profit 
environmental, green building and preservation advocacy groups. To that end, 
the study identifies key environmental considerations and challenges related to 
new construction, retrofits and reuse. Findings from this study should be con-
sidered in light of the myriad realities that affect development decisions, such as 
building codes, zoning, financing, demographics, and design trends. 

Each year, approximately 1 bil-
lion square feet of buildings are 
demolished and replaced with 
new construction. 
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concLusIons

For those concerned with climate change and other environmental impacts, 
reusing an existing building and upgrading it to maximum efficiency is almost 
always the best option regardless of building type and climate. Most climate 
scientists agree that action in the immediate timeframe is crucial to stave off 
the worst impacts of climate change. Reusing existing buildings can offer an 
important means of avoiding unnecessary carbon outlays and help communities 
achieve their carbon reduction goals in the near term. 

This report sets the stage for further research that could augment and refine 
the findings presented here. Study results are functions of the specific buildings 
chosen for each scenario and the particular type and quantity of materials used 
in construction and rehabilitation. Great care was taken to select scenarios that 
would be representative of typical building reuse or conversion projects. How-
ever, environmental impacts will differ for building conversions that use different 
types and amounts of materials. Others are encouraged to repeat this research 
using additional building case studies; replicating this analysis will enhance 
our collective understanding of the range of impact differences that can be 
expected between new construction and building reuse projects.

This study introduces important questions about how different assumptions 
related to energy efficiency affect key findings. In particular, further research is 
needed to clarify how impacts are altered if a new or existing building can be 
brought to a net-zero level using various technologies, including renewable energy.

about the Project team

This research was made possible by a generous grant from the Summit Foun-
dation to the National Trust for Historic Preservation. The project was coordi-
nated by the Preservation Green Lab, a programmatic office of the National 
Trust, which is dedicated to advancing research that explores the sustainability 
value of older and historic buildings and identifying policy solutions that help 
communities leverage their built assets. The project team includes Cascadia 
Green Building Council, Quantis LLC, Skanska, and Green Building Services. 

Most climate scientists 
agree that action 
in the immediate 
timeframe is crucial 
to stave off the worst 
impacts of climate 
change. Reusing 
existing buildings can 
offer an important 
means of avoiding 
unnecessary carbon 
outlays and help 
communities achieve 
their carbon reduction 
goals in the near term.
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endnotes
1. section 1 of this report explains Life Cycle assessment (LCa) in greater detail.

2. where energy performance for renovated and new buildings is assumed to be the same. 

3. the warehouse-to-multifamily conversion required significantly more new materials than other reuse 
scenarios tested in this study. the table on page ix provides additional details.

4. based on demolition rates between 2003-2011 provided by City of Portland bureau of Planning 
and Co2 emission targets as outlined by the City of Portland and Multnomah County 2009 Climate 
action Plan. reduction in Co2 emissions assumes both the new and the existing buildings are consid-
ered to be of the same size and functionality.

5. in this study, energy-use figures for average-performing existing buildings, also known as the ‘base 
Case,’ were established using national survey data and other recent research. More details are pro-
vided in section 4 of the for the report. For purposes of this study, the term ‘new, efficient buildings,’ 
or the ‘advanced Case,’ refers to new buildings that achieve 30 percent greater energy efficiency over 
base Case energy performance. 

6. national figures tracking demolition are out-of-date. however, a 1998 study by the u.s. environmental 
Protection agency (ePa) provides a sense of the annual scale of demolition nationwide; it estimates 
that approximately 925 million square feet of residential and nonresidential space were demolished 
in 1996. u.s. environmental Protection agency: office of solid waste, “Characterization of building-
related Construction and demolition debris in the united states,” ePa530-r-98-010. (washington: 
u.s.environmental Protection agency, June 1998). 

7. arthur C. nelson, “toward a new Metropolis: the opportunity to rebuild america” (washington: 
brookings institution, 2004).
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1. IntroductIon
During the first decade of the 21st century, green building in the United States 
grew from a nascent movement into a mainstream phenomenon. Today, the 
nation’s green building sector supports environmentally responsible and 
resource-efficient building design with the aim of reducing greenhouse gas 
emissions and other negative environmental impacts. During its short history, 
the sector has been particularly concerned with those impacts associated with 
the design and operation of buildings. This focus reflects an acute crisis within 
the U.S. construction industry; building operations account for approximately 
41 percent of the nation’s primary energy consumption, 72 percent of electricity 
consumption, 38 percent of carbon dioxide (CO2) emissions, and 13 percent of 
potable water use.1 

Though less understood, the extraction of natural resources for construction 
purposes and the production of building goods are also energy-intensive pro-
cesses that release significant CO2 emissions, among other negative impacts. 
While there is increasing discussion in various green building forums about the 
potential environmental benefit of reusing buildings, to date few studies have 
sought to quantify the differences between the environmental impacts of build-
ing reuse versus new construction. The handful of existing studies that explore 
this topic are of limited relevance to much of the U.S. building stock in several 
respects. First, dramatic changes in U.S. and global manufacturing, transporta-
tion, and building practices have rendered many older studies inapplicable in 
the modern context. Second, recent British and Canadian studies that other-
wise offer relevant results lack U.S.-specific industry data for comparison. Third, 
many of these studies are inadequate in scope, addressing single buildings while 
overlooking potential differences across multiple building typologies. 

Thus, the existing body of research in this area provides relatively little instruc-
tive data and analysis on building reuse. Understanding the potential savings 
associated with reuse is of critical importance, since the demolition and replace-
ment of buildings is a relatively common practice in the United States. While 
national figures tracking demolition are out-of-date, a 1998 study from the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency provides some sense of the annual scale 
of demolition in the United States. It estimates that approximately 925 million 
square feet of residential and nonresidential space were demolished in 1996.2 
The Brookings Institution estimates that significantly more square footage will 
be torn down in coming decades, projecting that upwards of 25 percent of 
our existing building stock – or 82 billion square feet – will be demolished and 
replaced between 2005 and 2030.3

The environmental impacts of this cycle of demolition and construction – and 
opportunities to gain carbon and other environmental savings through build-
ing reuse and retrofit – remain poorly understood. While some demolition and 
replacement will undoubtedly remain a necessity to meet contemporary needs, 
several questions persist: Are there significant opportunities to reduce carbon 
emissions by reusing buildings rather than constructing anew? Under what 

To date few studies 
have sought to  
quantify the  
differences between 
the environmental 
impacts of building 
reuse versus new 
construction.
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conditions is building reuse environmentally preferable to demolition and new 
construction? Do benefits differ by region and building type? Is it misguided 
to assume that the benefits of new “green” buildings will quickly overtake any 
negative environmental effects associated with new construction, due to their 
anticipated energy efficiency? 

This study tackles these questions by comparing the relative environmental 
impacts of new construction to building reuse across different climate regions 
and building typologies. It is intended to serve as a resource for those who influ-
ence and shape the built environment, including policy makers, building owners, 
developers, architects, engineers, contractors, real estate professionals, and 
non-profit environmental, green building, and preservation advocacy groups. To 
that end, this report identifies key environmental considerations and challenges 
related to new construction, retrofits, and reuse. Findings from this study must 
be considered in light of myriad realities that affect development decisions, 
such as building codes, zoning, financing, demographics, and fashion. 

This study is organized as follows: 

•	 section 1 provides an introduction to the study and outlines key study 
questions;

•	 section 2 provides an overview of modern approaches to analyzing energy 
consumption by buildings;

•	 section 3 explains the life cycle assessment (LCA) approach to 
understanding the potential environmental impacts of buildings; 

•	 section 4 describes the phases, scope, objectives, methodological 
framework, and data parameters for this study;

•	 section 5 features case studies of six different building typologies 
(single-family residential; multifamily residential; commercial office; 
urban village mixed use; elementary school; and warehouse); explains the 
normalization process applied in this study; and describes the application 
of energy efficiency measures (EEMs) to each building type;

•	 section 6 provides an overview of the results and key findings from the 
LCA study;

•	 section 7 analyzes the results and identifies further research needs; and
•	 the technical appendices describes the technical methods used in this 

study; it includes the full LCA results and assumptions, methodology for 
determining building energy usage, and bill of materials for each case 
study building used in the analysis. 

LIfe cycLe assessment (Lca) as a tooL for understand-
InG buILdInGs and enVIronmentaL ImPacts 

Growing awareness of the environmental consequences associated with prod-
uct creation and service delivery has sparked innovative methods for better 
understanding and proactively managing potential negative impacts. A lead-
ing tool for achieving this – and the only tool with the potential to fully evaluate 
all sources and types of impact – is life cycle assessment (LCA), a framework 
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defined by the International Organization for Standardization (ISO) 14040-
14044 standards (ISO 14040 2006; ISO 14044 2006). 

This LCA study evaluates the numerous discrete actions related to materials 
manufacture, transport, construction, operation and the demolition and disposal 
of common building types. This analysis provides comparable data expressed in 
terms of environmental impact categories – such as climate change and human 
health impacts – with the aim of informing current understandings of the value 
of building reuse relative to new construction. The LCA framework enables an 
in-depth look at how key variables such as building life span and operating 
energy efficiency may affect the decision to reuse buildings versus build new. 

the IntersectIon of PreserVatIon and enVIronmentaL 
adVocacy 

As the nation’s premier advocacy organization for the conservation of older 
and historic buildings, the National Trust for Historic Preservation is particularly 
interested in understanding the environmental value that may be associated 
with building reuse. There are many compelling reasons to preserve a structure; 
it may tell a significant American story, serve as a tangible link to the past, or 
act as an economic engine within its community. However, aside from these 
cultural and economic values, environmental factors may also weigh in favor of 
building conservation. As communities around the country begin to take steps 
to reduce greenhouse gas emissions associated with buildings, it is increasingly 
important to understand the potential advantages and disadvantages of build-
ing reuse and retrofit.

Reuse and retrofit of existing 
buildings offers immediate oppor-
tunities to address climate change 
impacts.
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2. understandInG buILdInG enerGy use
Building development and operation involves significant energy consumption 
and has major environmental consequences. In order to effectively evaluate 
strategies for reducing energy use and minimizing environmental impacts, it 
is essential to understand the ways in which buildings use energy. Embodied 
energy, operating energy, and building transportation energy are three main 
categories of building-related energy consumption. 

•	 embodied energy is required to produce a building. It includes the up-front 
energy investment for extraction of natural resources, manufacturing, 
transportation, and installation of materials, referred to as initial embodied 
energy. recurring embodied energy is needed over time to maintain, repair, 
or replace materials, components or systems during the life of a building. 

•	 operating energy is needed to operate a building and includes the energy 
required to heat, cool, and provide electrical services to a building over its 
life span. 

•	 Building transportation energy is the energy utilized to transport occupants 
to and from a building. 

Considerable focus is given in this study to the energy used in building opera-
tion and construction. For purposes of this analysis, however, transportation 
energy is assumed to be equal for both new construction and reuse scenarios 
and is not included in this evaluation. Section 7 discusses the importance of fur-
ther research regarding building transportation energy, particularly as it relates 
to the benefits of added density to a site and reduced Vehicle Miles Traveled by 
occupants.

oPeratInG enerGy of buILdInGs 

Operating energy is a prime factor in evaluating building-related energy impacts. 
As buildings continue to use more energy than ever before, accurate analyses of 
building operating energy and related impacts have become increasingly vital. In 
2006, the operating energy of residential and commercial buildings in the United 
States constituted roughly 39 percent of total energy consumed nationwide, or 
about 39 quadrillion BTU – roughly the equivalent of 6.5 billion barrels of oil.4 

The operating energy of buildings varies greatly. It is determined by building 
envelope and system performance, as well as building management and main-
tenance, occupant behavior and building life span. Thus, the ratio of buildings’ 
annual operating energy to total embodied energy can diverge substantially – 
between 5:1 and 30:1.5

residentiaL buiLdinGs

Residential buildings, the most prevalent building type in the United States, are 
responsible for the largest portion of energy consumed by buildings nationwide. 
The parameters of energy use by residential buildings have changed substantially 
over the past three decades due to increases in house size and the number of occu-
pants per home, as well as improved energy efficiency standards. While today’s 
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appliances and equipment use less energy on a per unit basis than in the past, effi-
ciency improvements are often offset by greater quantities of electronics in homes 
and buildings.6 Even so, space heating and cooling remain the dominant energy 
end uses in residential homes, as they have been historically. Figure 1 depicts typi-
cal energy end-use profiles for residential and commercial buildings in 2011.7

This study evaluates the life cycle impacts of two subsets of residential build-
ings: Single-family and multifamily residential buildings.

CoMMerCiaL buiLdinGs

The energy-use profile for commercial buildings in the United States is radically 
different from that of residential buildings. Energy use by commercial buildings is 
dominated by electric lighting loads. On a square foot basis, food service build-
ings and healthcare facilities consume the greatest amounts of energy, as shown 
in Figure 2, due to the energy-intensive processes and equipment these buildings 
typically require. For all commercial building types, heating and cooling loads are 
heavily dependent on geographical location and regional climate characteristics. 

This study evaluates three types of commercial buildings that encompass a large 
portion of the nation’s non-residential building stock: offices, warehouse-to-office 
conversions, mercantile buildings (mixed-use village), and educational buildings.

Figure 1: Energy Use by Sector

source: u.s. energy information administration and u.s. department of energy
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evaLuatinG oPeratinG enerGy

Building owners, developers, policy makers, and green-building experts often 
assume that it is preferable to build a new, energy-efficient building than to 
retrofit an older building to the same level of efficiency. Yet myriad examples 
exist of retrofits of older buildings that have achieved substantial energy sav-
ings. What is more, national data on building energy performance indicates that 
some existing buildings, particularly those from the early 20th-century, perform 
as well as, or better than, modern-day buildings. For example, data from the 
U.S. Energy Information Administration (EIA) demonstrates that commercial 
buildings constructed before 1920 use less energy, per square foot, than build-
ings from any other decade of construction, as shown in Figure 3. The compara-
tive advantage of some older buildings may in fact be explained by the original 
building design, form, massing, and materials, as well as the window-to-wall 
ratio, limited installed equipment, or occupant density. 

In addition, many often overlook the environmentally friendly characteristics 
of existing buildings when weighing new construction against retrofit or reuse 

Figure 2: Commercial Building Floorspace, Energy 
Consumption, and Energy Intensity, by Building Activity.  
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options. These characteristics include passive design (older buildings designed 
before energy was cheap and abundant); passive survivability (the ability to 
operate without energy inputs for key functions, such as during a power failure); 
and adjacency to other buildings, which minimizes heat loss from exterior walls. 

Unfortunately, attempts to measure the operating energy performance of U.S. 
building stock are currently complicated by limitations on data and variations 
between buildings. While some buildings are inherently energy efficient, or are 
operated and maintained to the highest performance standards, others lag far 
behind due to poor design or inadequate maintenance.

In some instances, systems are not optimized for performance or tenant behavior 
is unpredictable. There is a budding policy movement to incentivize or require 
building owners to track and record the energy use of their buildings, as well as a 
growing demand on the part of real estate investors and tenants for transparent 
and consistent data about building performance. Still, many existing buildings in 
the United States are not bench-marked against established baselines. 

Figure 3: Commercial Building Energy Use by Vintage
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Despite gaps in data and research, several factors regarding operating energy 
performance are well-accepted. For example, regardless of a building’s age, 
occupant behavior and building maintenance play huge roles in a building’s 
operating energy performance, so much so that the energy consumption of any 
building type can easily be skewed based on these factors. 

This study seeks to control the aforementioned variables by using normalized, 
industry-accepted data for energy use based on building type and location 
(explained further in this document and in the Technical appendices). By 
doing so, a clearer picture can be provided to evaluate the role of both oper-
ating energy and embodied energy and how they factor into decision making 
regarding building reuse versus demolition and new construction.

embodIed enerGy of buILdInGs 

embodied energy is the initial energy investment required to produce a mate-
rial or product. It includes the energy needed for the extraction of natural 
resources, manufacturing, transportation, and installation. Thus, the embodied 
energy of a building reflects the total energy needed to produce all materials or 
assemblies, transport them to a building site, and assemble a building. 

The 1970s and 1980s marked the beginning of efforts to quantify the environ-
mental value of building reuse in the United States. These analyses focused 
on calculations of embodied energy in buildings. Among these was a report 
released by the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation during the peak of 
the energy crisis in 1979, which utilized embodied energy averages, on a per 
square foot basis, for over a dozen building types and allowed users to gener-
ate embodied energy estimates for nearly any building.8 At the time, the case 
was often made that saving buildings was tantamount to saving energy. For 
example, Seattle’s 80,000 square-foot Grand Central Arcade in the Pioneer 
Square Historic District was estimated to have 131 Billion BTUs embodied in the 
existing structure, and thus, it was argued that the same number of BTUs would 
be saved by conserving the building. 

avoided iMPaCts aPProaCh

In recent times, many building and environmental scientists have been dismis-
sive of the embodied energy approach to quantifying the benefits of building 
preservation; energy embedded in an existing building is often viewed as a ‘sunk 
cost.’ That is, it is often argued that there is no inherent current or future energy 
savings associated with preserving a building, because the energy expendi-
tures needed to create a building occurred in the past, as did the environmen-
tal impacts associated with creating the building. In this view, the only value 
of building reuse is the avoidance of environmental impacts that results from 
not constructing a new building. This approach has given rise to the avoided 
impacts approach to understanding reuse, which measures the impacts that are 
avoided by not constructing new buildings. 

The avoided impacts approach provides the foundation for the analysis under-
taken in this report. The efficacy of this technique is borne out by a number 

The “avoided impacts” 
approach measures 
environmental impacts 
avoided by choosing 
not to contruct new 
buildings. 
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of prior studies. A 2008 study by the U.K-based Empty Homes Agency, for 
instance, utilizes the avoided impacts approach to understand the environmen-
tal value of existing homes.9 Using data from the University of Bath’s Inventory 
of Carbon Emissions (ICE) database, the report compares the embodied CO2 
resulting from new home construction to that resulting from refurbishment of 
old properties. The six case studies featured in the study represent the most 
common housing types in England. CO2 emissions from these homes were 
projected over a fifty-year period into the future. Key findings from the analysis 
reveal that the reuse of empty homes could yield an initial savings of 35 tons of 
CO2 per property if the embodied energy related to new building materials and 
construction were eliminated.

The study finds that, when carbon emissions are looked at over time, it takes 35 
to 50 years for a new, energy efficient home to recover through efficient opera-
tions all of the carbon that was expended during the initial construction process. 

Studies of embodied and operating energy are necessary steps in evaluating 
the environmental impacts of a building. However, other relevant factors – such 
as impacts to health, habitat, and air pollution – must also be considered. Con-
sequently, the life cycle assessment (LCA) framework is a valuable tool towards 
understanding the importance of building energy consumption and related 
environmental concerns. 
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3. LIfe cycLe assessment (Lca) aPProach
Life cycle assessment (LCA) is an internationally recognized approach to 
evaluating the potential environmental and human health impacts associated 
with products and services throughout their life cycles, beginning with raw 
material extraction and including transportation, production, use, and end-
of-life treatment. Among other applications, LCA can identify opportunities 
to improve the environmental performance of products at various points in 
their respective life cycles; inform decision making; and support marketing and 
communication efforts. LCA is increasingly being employed by the construc-
tion industry to evaluate the environmental performance of buildings, building 
materials, and construction practices.10

A full description of the LCA methods used in this study is contained in the 
Technical appendices. 

Figure 4: Life Cycle Stages
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This study expands upon previous LCA investigations into building reuse and 
retrofit practices. However, the goals and scope of this analysis differ from 
those of past studies. Previous LCA studies set out to ascertain the relative 
impacts of existing residential buildings versus new construction for one build-
ing type in one climate region. While these valuable studies provide a strong 
foundation for further research, they cannot necessarily be widely applied 
across building types or different geographies or climate zones. The following 
summary of whole-building LCA research provides a partial overview of analy-
ses that are most applicable to this study. 
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a. Lca study of embodIed effects for exIstInG hIstorIc  
     buILdInGs

In 2009, the Athena Sustainable Materials Institute used LCA to assess the 
environmental impacts of four commercial and mixed-use historic buildings in 
Canada.11 The project team used the ATHENA® EcoCalculator for building assem-
blies, in order to compare the effects of retaining buildings versus building new 
structures in the same location. Four options for each of the following case stud-
ies were modeled: the renovated building; the best-renovated building (which 
assumed the best energy performance that could be achieved by an existing 
building); the typical new building; and the best new building (which assumed 
the best energy performance that could be achieved by a new building).

For each of these case studies, the project team obtained architectural drawings 
and renovation histories. For the ‘best-renovated’ option, the team developed 
a series of projected measures to improve the energy performance of the older 
buildings. The ‘typical new building’ and ‘best new building’ models were also 
inputted into the ATHENA® EcoCalculator. The impacts associated with building 
retrofit were then compared to the impacts associated with new construction. 
Primary energy use and global warming potential were estimated and analyzed. 

The study found that the initial avoided impacts associated with the reuse of the 
existing buildings ranged from a savings of 185 to 1,562 tons of carbon dioxide 
and between 2.6 million to 43 million MJ of primary energy.12

b. Lca and systems thInKInG for resIdentIaL buILdInGs

A 2010 report by the Oregon Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) 
examines the life cycle impacts of over twenty green building practices, from 
design to construction techniques and material selections.13 The analysis, which 
assumes a building life span of 70 years, indicates that the majority of impacts 
occurred during building occupancy and that materials represented only 14 per-
cent of life cycle greenhouse gas emissions. Also, of the material reduction and 
reuse practices evaluated, reductions in home size and multifamily living were 
found to achieve the largest greenhouse gas reductions. 

The project team for this study drew on the DEQ’s research as the basis for sev-
eral of its initial assumptions. However, this report expands on the DEQ analysis 
by including both commercial and residential buildings in various climate zones. 

c. the buchanan buILdInG, unIVersIty of brItIsh coLumbIa

In 2006, the University of British Columbia studied the environmental impacts 
that could be expected from the replacement of the Buchanan building, which is 
located on the University’s campus. The LCA analysis used the Athena Institute’s 
Environmental Impact Estimator life cycle analysis tool to model the impacts 
that would be avoided by retaining the Buchanan building rather than replac-
ing it with a new building. The analysis assessed the structure, envelope, and 
operational usage of the nearly 200,000 square-foot building and included an 
assessment that included raw material extraction, manufacturing of construc-
tion materials, construction of the structure and envelope, and associated trans-
portation effects.14
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Significantly, the project team concluded that reusing the Buchanan building 
would result in major environmental savings. It determined that, over an 80-year 
period, total carbon emissions for the new building were merely 5 percent lower. 
Furthermore, it would take approximately 38 years for a new, energy efficient 
building to recover the carbon that was expended during the construction pro-
cess and begin to accumulate carbon savings. In other words, net carbon emis-
sions savings for the replacement building would begin only after 38 years. 

Previous research shows it can 
take decades for new, energy 
efficient buildings to overcome 
the carbon expended during the 
construction process. 
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4. study aPProach and methodoLoGy
This report builds on existing research by casting a wider net than, and expand-
ing the boundaries of, previous studies. Here, actual case-study buildings are used 
for both renovation and new-construction scenarios to derive materials inputs 
required for the LCA. (However, it should be noted that actual case study buildings 
were not used to generate projected energy usage. This is described further in 
the Methodology for Determining Building Operating Energy section, below.) This 
study also quantifies the amount of time needed for a newly constructed building 
to recover impacts expended in the construction process through efficient build-
ing operations. It is anticipated that the comprehensiveness of this study will allow 
for a broad application of results and thus be useful to policy leaders and decision 
makers across U.S. sectors, particularly in the building industry. 

Project Phases 

This investigation was conducted in three phases:

Phase i: buiLdinG industry Market Context

The initial phase of the study included a review of existing literature on building 
LCA, energy use, and U.S. building stock, along with interviews with thought-lead-
ers in the field of preservation and reuse. This phase also included the development 
of the LCA methodology; a pilot LCA was set up to test the methodology, evaluate 
assumptions, and determine effective inputs and outputs for delivering results. 

This pilot LCA study is included in the Technical Appendices. 

Phase ii: sCenario deveLoPMent

Phase II of the project was informed by the pilot LCA and involved careful con-
sideration of the building types to be used in the study. The following six build-
ing types were selected: 

•	 Single-Family Residential
•	 Multifamily Residential
•	 Commercial Office
•	 Urban Village Mixed-Use
•	 Elementary School 
•	 Warehouse

Buildings were selected from around the United States, for both the renovation 
and new construction scenarios. Material quantities were estimated based on 
available project data. The selected case studies were comparable in terms of 
program, size, and construction type.15 Differences between buildings were nor-
malized in order to improve the accuracy of comparisons. In addition, a method-
ology informed by national survey data and peer-reviewed engineering analysis 
was established for evaluating building energy use, including the selection of 
energy efficiency measures (EEMs) appropriate to each building. 

A full explanation of the methodology employed for the normalization and 
energy analysis approaches is contained in the Technical appendices. 
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Phase iii: LiFe CyCLe thinkinG and anaLysis 

Phase III of the study involved an in-depth analysis of each of the building sce-
narios. Full LCAs were run on each reuse/renovation and demolition-and-new-
construction scenario across four cities, each representing a different climate 
region: Portland, Phoenix, Chicago, and Atlanta. 

‘Sensitivity analyses’ were conducted to test how specific changes to inputs – such 
as energy use, variations in fuel mix by region, or building life span – affect final 
LCA results. Conclusions were then drawn to highlight key findings from the study. 

Lca scoPe and methodoLoGy

This investigation aims to identify conditions under which the rehabilitation and 
retrofit of a building are environmentally preferable to demolition and new con-
struction. The objectives of this LCA do not include any definitive comparison 
of specific products or materials, or specific design or construction practices. 
Rather, this study examines the aggregate impact of an entire building rather 
than undertaking a product-by-product comparison. 

researCh obJeCtives

•	 To compute and compare the life cycle environmental impacts of buildings 
undergoing rehabilitation to those generated by the demolition of existing 
buildings and new construction;

•	 To determine which stage of a building’s life (i.e., materials production, 
construction, occupancy) contributes most significantly to its 
environmental impacts, when those impacts occur, and what drives those 
impacts; and

•	 To assess the influence of building typology, geography, energy 
performance, electricity-grid mix, and life span on environmental impacts 
throughout a building’s life cycle. 

the ProJeCt teaM

The project team for this study included experts in the fields of building design 
and construction, energy performance and modeling, and life cycle assessment. 
A leading, national building contractor handled data collection on material 
quantities for the various scenarios explored by the team.

A profile of the project team is available at the beginning of this report. 
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Peer review

This report has undergone critical review by Pascal Lesage, PhD at CIRAIG, a 
leading LCA research group housed at the University of Montréal’s École Poly-
technique de Montréal. His comments are provided in the Technical Appendices. 
Note that Dr. Lesage’s feedback is not intended to be a full ISO-compliant review; 
the cost of a fully compliant ISO review was deemed to be prohibitive. Additional 
peer review feedback was offered by several LCA, green building, and preserva-
tion industry leaders. 

MethodoLoGy

The project team had anticipated that designing this study would present many 
challenges, given the complexities inherent in framing reuse and construction 
scenarios. A central challenge was the fact that a building may either be demol-
ished and newly constructed or rehabilitated and retrofitted, but not both. Spe-
cifically, the use of modeled versus real buildings also raised many questions; in 
the case of the former, modeled buildings could be designed to be as represen-
tative as possible of an ‘average’ building type, thereby making study results as 
generalizable as possible. ‘Real world’ case studies, however, would offer greater 
certainty in terms of the quantification of materials used for construction and 
would offer a significant project cost savings. 

Ultimately, the project team determined that comparing the reuse of an extant 
building to an actual, new construction project would offer more data reliabil-
ity, and as the less expensive option, would offer an opportunity to test more 
building typologies. Thus, the methodology employed in this LCA uses empiri-
cal data for two comparable case study projects, across six building typologies. 
Great care was taken to ensure that the case study buildings selected represent 
common existing and new construction typologies and that the equivalence of 
functionality between the two projects was maximized. 

The case study buildings were, at the time of selection, either fully constructed or 
under development in the United States. The material inputs, construction/demo-
lition activities, and operating energy for these projects were quantified over a 
75-year life span.16 While the precise functionality of the buildings in this study vary 
somewhat, the general functionality within a building category (e.g., office build-
ing) is assumed to be equivalent between the ‘existing’ and ‘new’ building models. 

In some cases, a normalization process was used in the investigation in order 
to equalize the buildings in function. In these instances, theoretical calibra-
tions were made to either the existing or new building so that it more closely 
matched the function of the other–for example, by excluding a parking garage if 
one building included parking and the other did not. Case study buildings were 
not normalized based on their size. Instead, life cycle impacts for these buildings 
were calculated based on their respective building designs and an appropriate 
‘intensity,’ calculated by dividing impacts over the total aggregate floor area to 
arrive at an ‘impact per square foot’ metric. This approach allowed for the study 
of a wider range of projects and enabled comparison of two buildings of differ-
ent sizes in a meaningful way.17

This study compares 
equivalent new and 
existing buildings on a 
square foot basis over 
a 75-year life span. 
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sCoPe oF the anaLysis

The scope of analysis includes the following: 

•	 Rehabilitated and newly constructed buildings are assessed from the 
extraction and processing of raw materials onward, through the end-of-life 
of all building components.

•	 The ‘new construction’ scenarios include the complete demolition of previ-
ously existing structures and the erection of new buildings.

•	 The ‘rehabilitation-and-retrofit’ scenarios include any demolition necessary 
for building improvements, renovation and retrofitting activities that exist-
ing buildings underwent during their respective rehabilitation phases. 

•	 In both scenarios, energy use and the replacement of materials due to nor-
mal wear and tear are included throughout the assumed 75-year life span. 

Figure 5 depicts the activities included within the boundaries of this study. 

Figure 5: Boundaries of the LCA Study
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In both the new construction (‘NC’) and the rehabilitation and retrofit (‘RR’) scenarios, only those activities occurring during demolition/
selected demolition and beyond are included.  The impacts associated with use and maintenance of the existing building prior to the reha-
bilitation and retrofit phases are assumed to be the same for each scenario; therefore, they are excluded from this analysis. 
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In this study, ‘NC’ refers to the ‘new construction’ scenario. ‘RR’ refers to the 
rehabilitation and retrofit scenario. In both scenarios, the boundaries of the 
study include the following life cycle stages:

•	 Original materials production;18

•	 Replacement materials production needed over the life of the building;
•	 Material transportation to the building site;
•	 Demolition/selected demolition in reused building;
•	 Construction/rehabilitation and retrofit activities;
•	 Energy use during building occupancy; and
•	 Materials end-of-life. 

Note that the boundaries of this study do not account for impacts related to mate-
rials that remain in situ in an existing building. This study seeks to understand the 
difference in impacts between reuse and new construction in the current day. The 
impacts associated with in situ materials occurred in the past and are not of inter-
est in this study. Only the new materials and activities related to the reuse and ren-
ovation of an existing building and those related to demolition and new construc-
tion are considered here. This is consistent with the avoided impacts approach. 

Some activities or materials are not within the scope of this study, as they are 
assumed to be identical in the NC and RR scenarios. The following items are 
beyond the scope of this study:

•	 Water consumption during building occupancy; 
•	 Materials in the existing building that remain on-site during renovation;
•	 Building furnishings (i.e. any items not ‘nailed down,’ including appliances 

and furniture);
•	 Direct occupation of land by the building (i.e., the impact of a building on a 

specific site); 
•	 Equipment operation associated with final demolition of the buildings, 

which is assumed to be the same for both buildings; 
•	 The impact of individuals using the building (e.g., transport to and from the 

building); and
•	 Variations in material replacement rates between the RR and NC scenarios.19

In addition, impacts to human health related to material off-gassing and the 
resulting effects on indoor air quality are excluded from this study. Currently, 
the complexity of this topic requires resources and expertise beyond the capa-
bilities of life cycle science, and further research is needed to determine how 
indoor air quality impacts compare between rehabilitated and newly con-
structed buildings. 

LIfe cycLe InVentory data sources and assumPtIons

The quality of data used in LCA evaluations determines the usefulness of LCA 
results. This study utilizes the most credible and representative information 
available to the project team. The following sections summarize the team’s data 
collection process and key underlying assumptions of this investigation. 
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The Technical appendices describes the life cycle inventory, data collection pro-
cess, and applicable assumptions in greater detail.

data coLLectIon

All life cycle inventory data are drawn from the ecoinvent database v2.2 (SCLCI 
2010). While life cycle inventory information for many building materials is pro-
vided in this source, information describing assemblies (i.e. building materials 
made up of multiple components) is less readily available. In order to maintain 
consistency and efficacy in data sources, the LCA models assemblies as a com-
bination of their material components.20

Data was collected for each building to quantify materials and other inputs, 
including:

•	 Quantification of the materials used in each case study project;21

•	 Estimated equipment use, electricity consumption, and labor required 
for demolition/selected demolition and construction/rehabilitation 
activities; and 

•	 Energy use during the buildings’ operations, based on national survey data 
and multiple building energy performance studies. 

Key assumPtIons of the Lca

Several important assumptions have guided this investigation, including those 
concerning: 

•	 Building life span;
•	 Material replacement rates;
•	 Materials transportation;
•	 Building energy performance; and
•	 End-of-Life (EOL) management of materials.

buiLdinG LiFe sPan

According to the Pacific Northwest National Lab, the median building lifetime in 
the United States is 75 years. This measure is used here as the baseline life span 
for each of the scenarios investigated. It is assumed that, after this period, a 
building is demolished and materials are transported to their EOL fates. In real-
ity, some buildings have life spans that are much shorter or longer than 75 years. 
Therefore, the project team tested variations in lifetime in order to evaluate their 
impacts on environmental outcomes.

MateriaL rePLaCeMent rates

Each product included in the analysis is assumed to be replaced over time, 
according to the average service-life of the item. Replacement rate assumptions 
account for variations that may exist between building typology (e.g., residen-
tial versus commercial), geography, and material application. For example, the 
lumber used in flooring has a different replacement rate than that used in walls. 
Materials with long life spans, such as concrete foundations, are assumed to 
have a replacement rate of zero. 
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MateriaLs transPortation

Materials transportation is influenced by a material’s weight and the distance it 
travels from a place of production to a building site. 

In the absence of reliable data on the distance traveled by new building mate-
rials, this study uses the conservative estimate that materials are trucked 497 
miles (800 kilometers) to a building site. It has further been assumed that 
demolished/replaced materials travel 45 miles (72 kilometers) to their respec-
tive disposal or processing (e.g., recycling, incineration) destinations.22 In actual-
ity, distances can vary widely, as some building materials are transported from 
the other side of the world. However, the project team intentionally assumed a 
distance of 497 miles for sourcing of new materials, as the use of longer dis-
tances in this analysis would have unfairly favored the building reuse scenario; 
fewer new materials are used in renovation processes as compared to building 
construction processes. Utilizing a relatively conservative transportation dis-
tance therefore allows for a more unbiased investigation into the impacts of new 
construction relative to building reuse. 

buiLdinG enerGy PerForManCe

For both the NC and RR scenarios, operating energy performance is expressed as 
Energy Use Intensity (EUI) and assumed to be representative of a common build-
ing of its type in each of the four cities.23 EUIs are calculated from a variety of dif-
ferent sources including national survey data provided by the U.S. Energy Infor-
mation Administration (EIA) and recent research on building energy use.24 Energy 
end use profiles provided by the EIA are used to designate a building’s energy 
consumption by system (e.g., space heating, cooling, lighting). For all scenarios, 
space and water heating are assumed to be powered by natural gas. All other 
energy end uses are assumed to be powered by the regional electricity grid.25

Different areas of the country rely on different fuel sources to power electric 
grids, resulting in regional variation in the environmental impacts associated 
with energy use. This study accounts for diverse grid mixes by using regional 
grid mix data for the regions related to Portland, Phoenix, Chicago, and Atlanta, 
as determined by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA).26 

Table 1 lists the contribution of various energy sources to each region’s grid mix. 
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eoL ManaGeMent oF MateriaLs 

Every material that travels to a building site during construction, renovation or 
maintenance for use in a structure is eventually destined for a landfill, recycling 
facility, and/or incineration facility. Recycling provides partial energy recovery at 
the end of a material’s life. For purposes of this study, EOL-materials management 
is assumed to be uniform across geographical regions, regardless of the availabil-
ity of infrastructure for recycling or energy recovery. 

sensItIVIty anaLyses

A sensitivity analysis evaluates the ways in which adjustments to discrete vari-
ables influence 

LCA results. In this study, sensitivity analyses were conducted in order to assess 
the influence of three variables on LCA results: 

•	 Building lifetime;
•	 Electricity grid mix; and 
•	 Operating energy performance.

buiLdinG LiFetiMe

A building’s assumed life span affects the magnitude of its environmental 
impacts; over time, a greater quantity of materials is needed to maintain a struc-
ture, and additional energy is used to sustain building operations. 

Here, the scenarios for both RR and NC assume a 75-year building lifetime. How-
ever, in order to assess the potential range of environmental impacts over time, 
the following life spans were also evaluated: one year; two years; five years; ten 
years; fifteen years; twenty-five years; fifty years; and one-hundred years.

Table 1.  U.S. Regional Grid Mixes Used in This Study
contrIbutIon to GrId mIx (%)

energy source chicago Portland & Phoenix atlanta

Coal 64.8 30.9 57.1

oil 0.544 0.429 0.840

natural gas 6.59 32.1 14.1

nuclear 26.6 9.85 24.5

hydro 0.547 23.6 1.69

biomass 0.700 1.21 1.76

wind 0.140 1.77 0.00512

solar 0.00 0.0852 0.00

source: eGrid2010 v.1.0
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eLeCtriCity Grids

The life cycle impacts of a building depend significantly on the amount of 
energy consumed by building operations. This is particularly evident where the 
dominant sources of energy are thermal energy and fossil fuel generated elec-
tricity, as in the United States. 

Sensitivity analyses reveal the extent to which grid mix contributes to the envi-
ronmental impacts of buildings.

The following section explains the methodology employed to determine 
building operating energy for each of the abovementioned conditions. Details 
regarding the energy analysis and methodology can be found in the Technical 
appendices. 

oPeratinG enerGy PerForManCe 

This study explores the affect of increases in energy efficiency on building life 
cycle environmental impact. This is accomplished by using three distinct energy 
performance test conditions for each of the case study buildings, as follows:

•	 base case. Represents a typical building, renovated or built to operate 
at an average level of energy efficiency.27 The Base Case assumes that 
buildings in both the NC and RR scenarios have the same operating energy 
performance. This test condition assumes that a renovated building has 
been retrofitted to include EEMs, such that it is operating on par with new 
construction. 

•	 advanced case. Represents an energy performance improvement over 
the Base Case. This test condition evaluates environmental impacts when 
buildings are operating at an advanced level of energy efficiency. For the 
Advanced Case, both buildings include EEMs that increase their operating 
energy performance by an estimated 30 percent.

•	 ‘Pre-energy efficiency measure’ or ‘Pre-eem’ case. Evaluates the life 
cycle impacts of an existing building that has been renovated to bring it to 
contemporary functional use (as is common for older buildings) but has not 
included energy efficiency measures to bring it up to an average level of 
energy performance. This test condition is key, because in many instances, 
older buildings have inherent efficiency strengths and perform on par with 
new construction.28 The Pre-EEM Case is analyzed for the commercial office 
building only. The operating energy of the Pre-EEM Case is assumed to be 
equivalent to the Base Case test condition. 

The following section describes the methodology employed to determine build-
ing operating energy for each of the above mentioned conditions. Details regard-
ing the energy analysis and methodology are found in the Technical appendices. 



THE GREENEST BUILDING: QUANTIFYING THE ENVIRONMENTAL VALUE OF BUILDING REUSE 34

methodoLoGy for determInInG buILdInG oPeratInG enerGy

The pilot LCA, executed in Phase I of this study, indicates that energy use dur-
ing the operating phase of a building is a major driver of environmental impacts 
over its life span. The project team sought to ensure that the most effective 
methods for establishing energy use were used in this study, specific to build-
ing type and geography. 

While actual buildings were used for the RR and NC cases to derive materials 
quantities, their real energy consumption rates were not used, because doing 
so would have defined energy performance for each building type too narrowly. 
In turn, this would have made potential, building-specific performance anoma-

Rehabilitation
and Retrofit (RR)

New
Construction (NC)

Material Inputs

Energy Use

Pre-EEM Base Case Advanced Case

RR without energy effi-
ciency meaures (EEMs)

RR/NC with EEMs to 
bring to average energy 
use

RR/NC plus additional 
EEMs to bring to 
advanced energy use

average energy use 
intensity

average energy use 
intensity

30% more efficient 
than average

Figure 6: Study Test Conditions
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lies difficult to detect, including those involving maintenance, management and 
occupant behavior. For this reason, EUIs and energy end use profiles for each 
building type are assumed to be standard representations of all buildings within 
a given typology group. However, it is acknowledged that levels of actual build-
ing energy use may vary significantly, depending on a number of factors that 
are excluded from this study.

The methodology employed in this study to determine operating energy varies 
by building typology. 

For single-family and multifamily residential buildings, the Energy Informa-
tion Administration’s 2005 Residential Energy Consumption Survey (RECS) 
forms the basis of the operating energy analysis. The purpose of using 
national survey data as the foundation for this study is to produce empirical 
results that can reasonably be applied across the residential building stock. 
This approach is preferable to energy modeling results, which are based on 
theoretical projections.

For commercial buildings (office, elementary school, and urban village 
mixed-use), the methodology involved deriving energy use data from a 
variety of data sources, including national survey data and building energy 
performance studies.29

For all building typologies, great care was taken to ensure that EUIs accurately 
represent average performance in the four test cities of Portland, Phoenix, Chi-
cago, and Atlanta, as there can be significant variation in the performance of a 
building type based on climate. More details on the methodology for establish-
ing city specific EUIs is provided in the Technical appendices.

In this study, warehouse buildings converted to multifamily residential buildings 
are assumed to operate the same as a new or retrofitted multifamily building. 
Warehouse buildings converted to commercial offices are likewise assumed to 
operate the same as new or retrofitted commercial offices. This assumption is 
based on the fact that extensive renovation activities within the building in order 
to change its use would likely trigger code-compliant upgrades to the building’s 
envelope and mechanical systems. In reality, warehouse conversions are difficult 
to generalize in terms of energy performance. Further research is needed to 
evaluate the energy usage of warehouse conversions. 

A multi-step approach was used to develop energy consumption rates for each 
performance condition:

•	 step 1 – establish an energy use ‘base case’ for each building typology 
using national survey data and other recent research. 

•	 step 2 – apportion total energy, by end use, for each building 
typology and city. Determine the amount of energy used annually for 
space heating and cooling, lighting, fan/pump energy, hot water, and 
other categories. 

Representative energy 
use data is used to 
produce results that 
can be applied more 
generally across the 
building stock. 
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•	 step 3 – Identify a list of appropriate eems, by building type, and select 
EEMs such that case study buildings will be brought to the Base Case 
level of performance. While the actual energy performance of case 
study buildings was not known, the project team determined that, in 
many instances, both the new and renovated existing buildings would 
likely require the addition of EEMs in order to achieve a Base Case 
level of energy performance. An extensive list of EEMs, which could be 
applied to various building types to improve energy performance, was 
developed; these EEMs were derived from energy code prescriptive 
requirements, energy performance guides and professional experience. 
Professional judgment was then used to generate a specific set of EEMs 
appropriate to each case study building to bring buildings up to the 
Base Case energy usage.

•	 step 4 – select eems to bring each building type up to an advanced 
case level of energy performance and calculate energy savings over 
Base Case. A “package” of EEMs was identified to achieve an Advanced 
Case level of performance, appropriate to each building type. EEMs to 
reduce electrical loads (cooling, lighting, plug loads, pumps, fans and 
equipment) and natural gas loads (heating and domestic hot water) 
were assumed to be achievable through integration of more efficient 
heating and cooling systems, high-efficiency lighting, equipment and 
appliances. The Advanced Case energy profiles were calculated for 
each building type by taking the Base Case EUI and reducing electrical 
and gas energy end uses by 30%, for an overall energy savings of 30% 
compared to the Base Case.

•	 step 5 – document the results, including key assumptions, and use them 
as inputs for the LCA sensitivity analysis. The material inputs for energy 
efficiency measures, e.g., additional insulation, were quantified and 
included in the LCA modeling.

Figure 7 shows EUIs and end uses for the Base Case for a single building type – 
the Commercial Office – in each city. 

Many factors, beyond the EEMs described here, impact a building’s energy 
efficiency. These include maintenance practices, occupant behavior, and plug 
loads (e.g., computers, equipment). These factors are assumed to be the 
same for both the NC and RR buildings and have therefore been excluded 
from this study.
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Figure 7. Base Case EUIs and Energy Use Profiles for a Commercial Office Building in 
the Four Climate Regions Examined in this Study. 
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Lca ImPact cateGorIes

Life cycle impact assessment (LCIA) evaluates materials, energy, and emis-
sion flows by the type of impact their use or release has on the environment.30 

Various indicators are used as metrics to quantify these impacts. The following 
indicators are evaluated in this study: 

•	 Climate Change
•	 Aquatic Acidification
•	 Aquatic Eutrophication
•	 Ecosystem Quality including:

•	 Aquatic Ecotoxicity 
•	 Land Occupation 
•	 Terrestrial Acidification and Nutrification (Eutrophication)
•	 Terrestrial Ecotoxicity 

•	 Human Health,31 including:
•	 Human Toxicity 
•	 Ionising Radiation 
•	 Ozone Layer Depletion 
•	 Photochemical Oxidation 
•	 Respiratory Effects 

•	 Resource Depletion, including: 
•	 Mineral Extraction 
•	 Non-Renewable Energy

A full description of each impact category and the methods used to evaluate 
them is located in the Technical appendices.

In this study, reuse and retrofit of 
existing buildings are evaluated in 
terms of their potential for fewer 
negative environmental impacts 
compared to new construction.
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5. case study scenarIos
Preliminary research by the project team surveyed and characterized the 
nation’s existing building stock. Building typologies were then vetted for further 
study, based on several criteria, including (1) the most prevalent building types 
in the United States, by total square footage; (2) the building types most fre-
quently torn down and replaced with new construction; and (3) the availability 
and access to data from building owners and project teams. 

Six building types were ultimately selected for analysis, based on their ability to 
represent each of these target criteria. These building types are:

•	 Single-Family Residential
•	 Multifamily Residential
•	 Commercial Office
•	 Urban Village Mixed-Use
•	 Elementary School
•	 Warehouse32

sInGLe-famILy resIdentIaL

The majority of U.S. building stock is detached, single-family housing; this typology 
accounts for 210 billion square feet nationwide.33 Over half of all single-family resi-
dential units are located within urban or town limits rather than suburban or rural 
areas. Nearly 50 percent of single-family residences in the United States are single-
story, with two-story units constituting over a quarter of the remainder of units. 

Figure 8: Square Footage of Building Stock by Type
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Approximately thirteen percent of the existing building stock was built prior to 
1940. A home of this era was selected for analysis because it represents a market 
of commonly demolished homes.

The following buildings were selected for comparison in this typology category:

•	 nc scenario: SW 34th Street Residence (Portland, OR)
•	 rr scenario: NW Pettygrove Street Residence (Portland, OR)

norMaLization anaLysis

A normalization analysis was unnecessary in the single-family residential scenarios 
because the two buildings are similar in size and program elements. 

Figure 9: Number of U.S. Residential Units by Vintage 
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Single-Family Residential

  new construction  rehabilitation and retrofit 

Building Name SW 34th Street 2373 NW Pettygrove 

Location Portland, OR Portland, OR

Year Built 2011 targeted 1896

Year Renovated N/A 2009

Building Height 2-story 2-story

sPace summary    

Square Footage 2,360 2,479

Building Program 
Elements

3 bedroom, 2.5 bathrooms, below-grade partial 
basement

3 bedroom, 2.5 bathrooms, below-grade finished 
basement

Renovation  
Description

N/A
Added master bath and basement bath, kitchen 
expansion

Normalized N/A N/A

core & sheLL    

Structure Type Dimensional lumber, prefab truss system Dimensional lumber

Envelope
2x6 wood framing, batt insulation, wood windows, 
cedar shingle roofing

2x4 wood framing, batt insulation, wood windows, 
asphalt roofing

Cladding Cedar shingle Cedar lap

% Glazing  
(window : walll)

18% 14%

HVAC System Gas furnace, air conditioning unit Gas furnace

InterIor    

Type Custom Custom

Scope
Granite countertops, wood paneling, carpet, 
ceramic and wood flooring

Granite countertops, wood paneling, carpet and 
wood flooring
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enerGy anaLysis

Table 2 summarizes the EUIs used in the analysis across each of the four climate 
regions. 

end-use

cLImate Zone reLatIVe euI (Kbtu/sf/yr)                       

PortLand PhoenIx chIcaGo atLanta

Space Cooling 3 12 2 6

Space Heating 23 5 25 13

DHW 10 10 10 10

Refrigerators 2 2 2 2

Lighting & Appliances 8 8 8 8

totaL 46 37 47 39

Notes:  

1. eUIs in table above are from reCS Table US1 for climate zones 2 through 5.  

2. Methodology devised from feedback from peer group and NBI research across different climate zones.

Table 2. Single-Family Residential End-Use EUIs by City

Table 3 outlines the EEMs included in each step of the energy analysis for the 
existing single-family home scenario. 
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Table 3. Single-Family Residential EEMs

sInGLe famILy resIdentIaL

EEM
Additional EEMs to 
bring building to code

Additional EEMs to achieve 12% - 30% 
energy efficiency Improvement

LIGhtInG/dayLIGhtInG

Interior Lighting Power Density < 1 watt/sf NC

Lighting Controls NC

Efficient Exterior Lighting (CFL/LED) NC

Skylights NC

hVac

Programmable Thermostats NC

Gas Heating Minimum Efficiency 92% RR, NC

Cooling Efficiency SEER 14+ RR, NC

Energy Recovery Ventilator NC

Seal/Insulate Ductwork RR, NC

Direct/Indirect Evaporative Cooling NC

Ground Source Heat Pump NC

Hydronic Radiant Heating NC

enVeLoPe

R-30 Roof/Attic Insulation RR, NC

R-13 Wall Insulation RR, NC

R-19 Wall Insulation (includes wall furring) NC RR

Infiltration Reduction- Sealing RR, NC

Insulated Door and Window Frames NC RR

GLaZInG

U-0.32 or Better RR, NC

Low-e Solar Film (SE and SW regions only) NC RR

water heatInG

Gas heat with 90%+ efficiency RR, NC

Instantaneous Hot Water NC

Hot Water Pipe Insulation NC

Hot Water Recirculation System RR, NC

Solar Thermal System NC
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muLtIfamILy resIdentIaL

Multifamily buildings – those with five or more units – represent the second 
largest category of residential buildings in the United States. This subset of 
buildings accounts for roughly 15 percent of all residential structures, the 
majority of which are rental housing units. 

Because multifamily buildings can vary widely in terms of building size and type, 
a set of criteria was developed for selecting a representative NC multifamily case 
study building. These criteria included a mid-rise building with ground floor con-
crete construction and 4 to 5 stories of wood framing above. Additional criteria 
included ground floor retail space, a common characteristic of mid-rise multifamily 
buildings in urban areas. The project team also included in this study a warehouse 
that had been converted to a multifamily residential use, as this is a popular adap-
tive reuse of this building type. 

Based on these parameters, the following buildings were selected for compari-
son in this category:

•	 nc scenario: New Holland Apartments (Danville, IL)
•	 rr scenario: Block 49 (Portland, OR) and The Avenue Lofts (Portland, OR) 
•	 rr warehouse scenario: Avenue Lofts (Portland, OR)

norMaLization anaLysis

Block 49 and the Avenue Lofts buildings were adjusted in order to normalize 
the comparison between the case studies. In Block 49, the garage and associ-
ated systems were removed from the analysis. The lower garage level was raised 
to the surface to represent slab-on-grade construction similar to New Holland. 
Underground parking was also removed from the Avenue Lofts building for pur-
poses of the comparison. 



THE GREENEST BUILDING: QUANTIFYING THE ENVIRONMENTAL VALUE OF BUILDING REUSE 45

Multifamily Residential

  new construction  rehabilitation and  
retrofit 

warehouse rehabilitation 
and retrofit

Building Name Block 49 New Holland Apartments The Avenue Lofts

Location Portland, OR Danville, IL Portland, OR

Year Built Anticipated 2012 1906 with a 1927 addition 1923

Year Renovated N/A 2006 2004

Building Height 6-story 5-story 7-story

sPace summary      

Square Footage
167,180 residential,  19,640 retail 
excludes parking

73,875 including basement 215,000-sf excluding basement 

Building Program 
Elements

209-unit rental, ground floor 
commercial, 2,000-sf community 
space, underground parking

47-unit, rental, 1- , 2- and 
3-bedroom units

153-unit loft-style condos

Renovation  
Description

N/A

Ground source heat pump, 
replacement windows, masonry 
rehabilitation, lead paint and 
asbestos removal

Complete exterior refurbishment, 
high performance windows, full 
interior renovation, new vertical 
transportation, open atrium

Normalized 
Removed parking & raised slab on 
grade to ground floor, assumed 
full build-out of retail space

N/A Removed underground parking

core & sheLL      

Structure Type
Concrete, CMU, dimensional 
lumber

Concrete Concrete

Envelope
Storefront, vinyl windows, 
2x6 framing, batt insulation, 
membrane roofing

Operable windows, masonry 
and metal stud wall system, batt 
insulation, 3-tab asphalt roofing

Masonry wall system with 
elastomeric coating, operable 
windows, rigid and batt 
insulation, SBS roofing

Cladding Brick veneer & metal panel Brick Brick

% Glazing  
(window : walll)

30% 20% 28%

HVAC System Air to air heat pump per unit
Ground source heating and 
cooling, natural ventilation

Fan coils, electric heating coils 
and DX refrigerant lines

InterIor      

Scope
Gypsum wallboard, carpet 
and resilient flooring, plastic 
laminate countertops

Gypsum wallboard, wood 
framing, clay tile/plaster, carpet 
and vinyl flooring 

Wood floors and trim, ceramic 
tile, metal framing drywall, 
exposed ceilings
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enerGy anaLysis 

Table 4. summaries the EUIs used in the analysis across each of the profiled 
climate regions. 

end-use

cLImate Zone reLatIVe euI (Kbtu/sf/yr)                       

PortLand PhoenIx chIcaGo atLanta

Space Cooling 4 13 2 7

Space Heating 28 6 31 15

DHW 14 14 14 14

Refrigerators 3 3 3 3

Lighting & Appliances 14 14 14 14

totaL 63 50 64 53

Notes:  

1. Space Heating & Cooling eUIs in table above are from reCS Table US1 for climate zones 1 through 5. 

2. Methodology devised from feedback from peer group and NBI research across different climate zones. 

3. eUI assumes 80% apartment and 20% Core ratio.

Table 4. Multifamily Residential End-Use EUIs by City
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Table 5. Multifamily Residential EEM

muLtI-famILy resIdentIaL

EEM
Additional EEMs to bring 
building to code

Additional EEMs to achieve 12% - 30% 
energy efficiency Improvement

LIGhtInG/dayLIGhtInG

50% of Fixtures Compact Fluorescent NC, WH

Corridors Lighting Power Density 0.5 watt/sf WH

Occupancy Sensors in Corridors WH

hVac

Gas Boiler/Furnace 80% AFUE RR

Gas Boiler/Furnace 90% AFUE WH

Gas Boiler/Furnace 95% AFUE RR, NC

Water Source Heat Pump 4.5 COP RR, NC

Variable Frequency Drive (VFD) HVAC Motors WH

Variable Refrigerant Flow Units 3.2 to 4.5 COP WH

Energy Recovery Ventilator (ERV) RR, NC, WH

enVeLoPe

R-13 Wall Insulation RR, NC, WH

R-19 Wall Insulation RR

R-20 Roof Insulation WH

Infiltration 0.35 air change/hour NC RR, WH

GLaZInG

Wood/Vinyl Windows U-0.54 RR

Energy Star Windows U-0.32 or better RR, NC, WH

Low-e Coated WH

water heatInG

Gas heat with 80% efficiency NC

Solar Thermal Hot Water WH

Table 5 outlines EEMs for the Block 49, New Holland and Avenue Lofts buildings. 
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commercIaL buILdInGs 

Commercial offices represent the largest portion of non-residential buildings 
in the United States, with over 12 billion square feet of existing floor space.34 
Nationally, these buildings average 14,800 square feet in size; the vast majority 
of these buildings possess under 25,000 square feet.

This study examines three building types in this category: 

•	 Urban Village Mixed-Use
•	 Commercial Office Building
•	 Elementary School

Figure 10: Commercial Building Stock in the U.S.

3
Figure X. Commercial Buildings Flooorspace, Energy Consumption, and Energy intensity, by Building Activity

Source: RBECS

Commercial Breakdown  Billion Square Feet
Public Order and Safety  1.09
Food Sales    1.26
Food Services    1.65
Other     1.74
Vacant     2.57
Healthcare    3.16
Religious Worship   3.75
Public Assembly   3.94
Service    4.05
Lodging    5.1
Education    9.87
Warehouse and Storage  10.08
Mercantile    11.19
O�ce     12.21
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urban VILLaGe mIxed-use

Mercantile buildings represent the second-largest quantity of commercial 
building stock in the United States. Buildings were selected for study under the 
‘urban village mixed-use’ subcategory if they met the following criteria: (1) A 
traditional mercantile building, with (2) mix-used ground floor retail, or an office 
with one or two stories of offices or residential above; (3) party wall construc-
tion, and (4) a preference for pre-1940’s vintage buildings. 

Urban Village Mixed-Use refers to the classic ‘Main Street’ buildings that are 
common in historic neighborhoods and older, downtown core areas of small and 
medium-sized cities around the country. The following buildings were selected 
for the comparison:

•	 nc scenario: Assurety Northwest Building (Portland, OR)
•	 rr scenario: Whitmore Building (Woodbine, IA)

norMaLization anaLysis

The normalization analysis for buildings in this subcategory involved removing 
foundations and other structural elements of the Assurety Northwest Building 
associated with a future pedestrian bridge. In addition, appliances and commer-
cial kitchen equipment were excluded.
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Urban Village Mixed-Use

  new construction  rehabilitation and retrofit 

Building Name Assurety Northwest Building Whitmore Building

Location Portland, Oregon Woodbine, Iowa

Year Built 2009 1880

Year Renovated N/A 2010

Building Height 2-story 2-story

sPace summary    

Square Footage 22,975 21,785 including basement

Building Program 
Elements

Mixed-use commercial office and retail
Mixed-use commercial office, restaurant and 
residential 

Renovation  
Description

N/A

Extensive energy upgrades including installation 
of ground source heat pump, insulation, and 
new and refurbished windows, architectural 
restoration

Normalized 
Removed foundations and other support struc-
ture for a future pedestrian bridge designed to 
connect to an adjacent building

Removed appliances and commercial kitchen 
equipment.

core & sheLL

Structure Type
Steel structure on concrete spread footings with 
slab on grade and slab on metal deck

Slab on grade, masonry wall system

Envelope
Punched window and storefront systems, 
perimeter insulation

Double hung wood windows, single glazing, 
masonry wall system

Cladding Storefront, brick Storefront, brick

% Glazing  
(window : walll)

34% 34%

HVAC System
Rooftop units for air supply with electric reheat 
in VAVs

Ground source heating and cooling

InterIor 

Scope Typical open office build out some perimeter offices
Gypsum wallboard, plaster finish, carpet and 
Wood flooring, wood frame, drywall
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enerGy anaLysis

Table 6 summaries the EUIs used in the analysis across each of the four climate 
regions. 

end-use

cLImate Zone reLatIVe euI (Kbtu/sf/yr)                       

PortLand PhoenIx chIcaGo atLanta

Space Cooling 3 17 3 10

Space Heating 17 4 42 16

DHW 2 2 2 2

Vent Fans 10 11 9 10

Pumps & Aux 0 0 0 0

Extr. Lighting 3 3 3 3

Misc. Equipment 16 16 16 16

Int. Lighting 19 19 19 19

subtotaL 71 72 94 76

adjustment factor % 1 1.02 1.33 1.08

Notes:  

1. eUI of 71 kBTU/sf was determined from an average weighted calculation of retail & office space eUIs chosen from 

CBeCS eUI tables. 

2. Methodology devised from feedback from peer group and NBI research across different climate zones. 

3. eUI’s adjusted by climate zone in alignment with Table 6 in NBI Sensitivity analysis Study (page 47) dated July 2011 

4. Climate zone adjustment factors above will be used consistently across all other commercial buildings in this study.

Table 6. Urban Village Mixed-Use End-Use EUIs by City
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Table 7. Urban Village Mixed-Use EEM

urban VILLaGe

EEM
Additional EEMs to bring 
building to code

Additional EEMs to achieve 12% - 30% 
energy efficiency Improvement

LIGhtInG/dayLIGhtInG

50% of Fixtures Compact Fluorescent

Occupancy Sensors RR, NC

Daylight Dimming Controls NC RR

Retail Lighting Power Density 1.4 watt/sf NC

Office Lighting Power Density 1.1 watt/sf NC

hVac

Variable Frequency Drive HVAC Motors RR, NC

Gas Boiler/Furnace 90% AFUE RR

Chilled Beams in Offices RR, NC

Variable Refrigerant Flow Units 3.2 to 4.5 COP RR, NC

Energy Recovery Ventilator (ERV) RR

Infiltration 0.7 air change/hour NC

enVeLoPe

R-13 Wall Insulation NC

R-20 Roof Insulation NC

Infiltration 0.35 air change/hour RR

GLaZInG

Energy Star Windows U-0.32 or better NC RR

Low-e Coated NC RR

water heatInG

Gas heat with 80% efficiency

Solar Thermal Hot Water RR, NC

Table 7 outlines the EEMs for the Whitmore and Assurety Northwest Buildings. 
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commercIaL offIce buILdInG

While the Urban Village Mixed-Use scenario allows for an analysis of life cycle 
impacts related to smaller commercial buildings, the Commercial Office build-
ing category reflects a type of non-residential building stock that is commonly 
larger scale. 

The commercial office buildings selected for this study belong to three different 
subtypes:

•	 nc scenario: 818 Stewart Ave (Seattle, WA)
•	 rr scenario: Joseph Vance Building (Seattle, WA)
•	 rr warehouse scenario: 14th & Everett Building (Portland, OR)

norMaLization anaLysis

In order to normalize the functions of the three buildings in this category, the 
818 Stewart parking structure was removed from the analysis. This was achieved 
by eliminating the four floors dedicated solely to parking and adjusting the 
total material and system quantities that make up the building envelope and 
structure and mechanical, electrical and plumbing systems to reflect a smaller, 
overall square footage. The existing, small parking area belonging to the 14th & 
Everett building was also eliminated. 
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Commercial Office

  new construction  rehabilitation and  
retrofit 

warehouse rehabilitation 
and retrofit

Building Name 818 Stewart Joseph Vance Building 14th & Everett

Location Seattle, WA Seattle, WA Portland, OR

Year Built 2008 1929 1927

Year Renovated N/A 2007 2011

Building Height 14-story 14-story 5-story

sPace summary      

Square Footage 265,845 128,007 188,097

Building Program 
Elements

Ground floor retail, multi-tenant 
commercial office 

Ground floor retail, multi-
tenant commercial office

Single tenant commercial office

Renovation  
Description

N/A
Interior finishes updated, 
repairs to mechanical system, 
operable windows refurbished 

Full exterior envelope upgrade 
and major interior renovation, 
added elevators

Normalized Removed parking structure N/A Removed small parking area

core & sheLL

Structure Type Concrete and Steel Steel Concrete and steel

Envelope
Curtainwall, rigid and batt 
insulation, built-up roofing

Double hung operable 
windows, single glazing, 
masonry wall system

Concrete/masonry assembly, 
rigid and batt insulation, high 
performance windows

Cladding
Glass, metal panel, precast 
concrete

Terra cotta
Concrete and masonry with 
elastomeric coating

% Glazing  
(window : walll)

38% 25% 27%

HVAC System
Split direct expansion heating 
and A/C, every other floor

Steam and  natural ventilation

Electric, underfloor air distribu-
tion, variable refrigerant flow 
heating and cooling system at 
perimeter

InterIor      

Type Open office Closed office Open office

Scope
Carpet, vinyl flooring, metal 
framing, casework

Carpet, plaster/GWB, metal, 
masonry, casework, terrazzo 
lobbies/corridor

Access flooring, flexible glass 
interior wall system
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enerGy anaLysis

Table 8 summaries the EUIs used in the analysis across each of the four cities. 

end-use

cLImate Zone reLatIVe euI (Kbtu/sf/yr)                       

PortLand PhoenIx chIcaGo atLanta

Space Cooling 2 20 7 13

Space Heating 19 0 38 16

DHW 1 1 1 1

Vent Fans 12 14 11 10

Pumps & Aux 0 0 0 0

Extr. Lighting 5 5 5 5

Misc. Equipment 16 16 16 16

Int. Lighting 15 15 15 15

subtotaL 70 71 93 76

adjustment factor % 1 1.02 1.33 1.08

Notes:  

1. eUI of 70 kBTU/sf chosen for base case (Portland) based on Cadmus Study entitled “Northwest Commercial Build-

ing Stock assessment” dated December 2009. 

2. Methodology devised from feedback from peer group and NBI research across different climate zones. 

3. eUI’s adjusted by climate zone in alignment with Table 6 in NBI Sensitivity analysis Study (page 47) dated July 2011 

4. Climate zone adjustment factors above will be used consistently across all other commercial buildings in this study.

Table 8. Commercial Office End-Use EUIs by City

Table 9 outlines the EEMs for the Joseph Vance, 818 Stewart, and 14th & Everett 
Buildings. 
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commercIaL offIce

EEM
Additional EEMs to bring 
building to code

Additional EEMs to achieve 12% - 30% 
energy efficiency Improvement

LIGhtInG/dayLIGhtInG

Building Lighting Power Density 0.8 watt/sf NC

Night Sweep/Occupancy Sensors NC, WH

Building Lighting Power Density 0.85 watt/sf WH

Office Lighting Power Density 0.8 watt/sf WH

Daylight Dimming Controls WH

hVac

Demand Control Ventilation (DCV) RR, NC

Variable Frequency Drive (VFD) HVAC Motors NC, WH RR

Chilled Beams RR, NC

Boiler 90%+ Minimum Efficiency NC, WH

Economizer Control NC RR

Heat Recovery of Exhaust Flow RR, NC, WH

enVeLoPe

R-20 Roof Insulation RR, NC, WH

R-13 Wall Insulation RR, NC, WH

R-19 Wall Insulation RR

Infiltration Reduction- Caulking RR

Infiltration 0.20 air change/hour RR, NC WH

GLaZInG

U-0.32 or better RR, NC, WH

Low-e Coated RR, NC, WH

water heatInG

Gas heat with 90% efficiency RR, NC RR

Gas heat with 93% efficiency WH

Solar Thermal Hot Water WH

Hot Water Pipe Insulation NC

Table 9. Commercial Office Building EEM
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eLementary schooLs 

Educational facilities represent the fourth-largest quantity of non-residential 
commercial building stock in the United States.35 Due to a number of market 
factors, including state-required acreage standards and a lack of tax incentives 
for rehabilitation, small community-centered schools are now being replaced 
by ‘mega-schools’ on the outskirts of towns. For this reason, a pre-1940s, urban 
elementary school building is compared here with a new elementary school. 

The following educational buildings were selected for this analysis:

•	 nc scenario: Sue Buell Elementary School (McMinnville, OR)
•	 rr scenario: Central Elementary School (Albemarle, NC)

norMaLization anaLysis

No additional analyses were needed to normalize the basic programmatic ele-
ments of the buildings selected. 
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Elementary School

  new construction  rehabilitation and retrofit 

Building Name Sue Buel Elementary Central Elementary 

Location McMinnville, OR Albemarle, NC

Year Built 2008 1924

Year Renovated N/A 2008

Building Height 2-story 3-story

sPace summary    

Square Footage 80,837 60,121 existing, 37,626 (new addition)

Building Program 
Elements

Classrooms, gymnasium, cafeteria and kitchen, 
auditorium, commons, music room

Classrooms, gymnasium, cafeteria, media center

Renovation  
Description

N/A
New kitchen, new classrooms, refurbishment of 
existing rooms, energy upgrades

Normalized N/A N/A

core & sheLL

Structure Type Slab on grade, concrete tilt-up construction Concrete and steel

Envelope
Storefront, tilt-up walls, rigid and batt insulation, 
membrane roofing

Masonry wall system, rigid and batt insulation, 
upgraded windows, SBS roofing

Cladding CMU veneer, metal wall panels Masonry

% Glazing  
(window : walll)

24% 22%

HVAC System
Four pipe chilled/heated water system to 
distributed fan boxes using heat recovery boxes

Four pipe system, gas boiler and chiller

InterIor    

Scope
Plastic laminate countertops, cabinetry, 
acoustical ceiling tile, carpet, ceramic and 
linoleum flooring, built-in cabinetry

VCT floor, ACT, metal framing, drywall
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enerGy anaLysis

Table 10 summarizes the EUIs used in the analysis across each of the four cities. 

Table 11 outlines the EEMs for the Sue Buel and Central Elementary School 
buildings. 

end-use

cLImate Zone reLatIVe euI (Kbtu/sf/yr)                       

PortLand PhoenIx chIcaGo atLanta

Space Cooling 3 25 2 16

Space Heating 27 5 48 19

DHW 6 6 6 6

Vent Fans 6 7 5 6

Pumps & Aux 0 0 0 0

Extr. Lighting 1 1 1 1

Misc. Equipment 7 7 7 7

Int. Lighting 10 10 10 10

subtotaL 60 61 80 65

adjustment factor % 1 1.02 1.33 1.08

Notes:  

1. eUI of 60 kBTU/sf chosen for base case (Portland) based on table within oregon Doe SeeD eUIs for elementary 

School. 

2. Methodology devised from feedback from peer group and NBI on their research across different climate zones. 

3. eUI’s adjusted by climate zone in alignment with Table 6 in NBI Sensitivity analysis Study (page 47) dated July 2011 

4. Climate zone adjustment factors above will be used consistently across all other commercial buildings in this study. 

5. Space Cooling & Heating figures derived from relative performance using CBeCS data (http://buildingsdatabook.

eren.doe.gov/CBeCS.aspx). all other end-uses were kept consistent.

Table 10. Elementary School End-Use EUIs by City
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Table 11. Elementary School EEM

eLementary schooL

EEM
Additional EEMs to  
bring building to code

Additional EEMs to achieve 12% – 30% 
energy efficiency Improvement

LIGhtInG/dayLIGhtInG

Night Sweep/Occupancy Sensors RR, NC

Daylight Dimming Controls in Classrooms RR

Classroom Lighting Power Density 1.4 watt/sf NC

Office Lighting Power Density 1.1 watt/sf NC

hVac

Variable Frequency Drive (VFD) HVAC Motors NC

HVAC Chiller Efficiency 4.5 to 6.4 COP

Demand Control Ventilation (DCV) in Class-
rooms and Assembly Spaces

RR

Chilled Beams in Classrooms RR, NC

Boiler 90%+ Minimum Efficiency NC RR

Infiltration 0.7 air change/hour NC

Energy Recovery Ventilator (ERV) RR

Variable Flow Kitchen Exhaust/MUA System RR, NC

enVeLoPe

R-13 Wall Insulation RR, NC

R-20 Roof Insulation NC

Infiltration 0.35 air change/hour RR

GLaZInG

Energy Star U-0.32 or better RR, NC

Low-e Coated RR, NC

water heatInG

Gas heat with 93% efficiency RR, NC

Solar Thermal Hot Water RR, NC
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6. resuLts and Key fIndInGs
The results of this LCA reflect the relative environmental value of building reuse 
and renovation as compared to demolition and new construction. This section 
summarizes these results and highlights the following key findings for the sce-
narios analyzed in this study:

•	 building reuse almost always yields fewer environmental impacts than new 
construction when comparing buildings of similar size and functionality. 

•	 reuse of buildings with an average level of energy performance 
consistently offers immediate climate change impact reductions 
compared to more energy efficient new construction. 

•	 materials matter: the quantity and type of materials used in a building 
renovation can reduce, or even negate, the benefits of reuse.

A complete description of the results generated in this study is contained in the 
Technical appendices. 

I. buILdInG reuse aLmost aLways yIeLds fewer enVIron-
mentaL ImPacts than new constructIon when comPar-
InG buILdInGs of sImILar sIZe and functIonaLIty.

The results of this analysis indicate that the renovation and reuse of existing 
buildings of comparable functionality and size, and equivalent energy efficiency 
levels, consistently yield fewer environmental impacts than demolition and new 
construction over a 75-year period. These findings apply to both the Base Case 
and Advanced Case test conditions, irrespective of building typology, local cli-
mate, and projected variations in grid mix.36

This finding is not unexpected, as operating performance is assumed to be equiv-
alent for the reuse and new construction scenarios, and new construction typi-
cally uses more materials than renovation. However, the results of the Base Case 
analysis depict a notable range of differences in environmental impacts between 
the NC and RR scenarios for each of the locations studied. These differences are 
represented in Figures 11 – 14. The range of savings from building reuse varies 
widely, based on building type, region/climate, and impact category (i.e., Cli-
mate Change, Human Health, Resource Depletion, and Ecosystem Quality), from 
between 4 and 44-percent less than the environmental impacts associated with 
new construction. The warehouse-to-multifamily conversion scenario is an excep-
tion to this finding; the savings for this scenario range from between 8-percent 
fewer impacts to 6-percent greater impacts as compared to new construction.
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Figures 11 – 14 indicate that the renovation 

and reuse of existing buildings of comparable 

functionality and size almost always yield fewer 

environmental impacts than demolition and 

new construction over a 75-year period, when 

comparing buildings with equivalent energy effi-

ciency levels. However, the range of savings var-

ies greatly. In this study, the Base Case assumes 

an average level of energy efficiency for existing 

and new buildings, while the advanced Case 

assumes a 30-percent improvement in energy 

performance over the Base Case.

Figure 11: Commercial Office Summary of Results - Impacts of Renovation Expressed 
as a Percentage of New Construction
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Figure 12: Warehouse-to-Office and Mixed-Use Summary of Results - Impacts of 
Renovation Expressed as a Percentage of New Construction
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Each building type rep-
resented in the analysis 
is considered to have a 
distinct functional unit 
providing one square 
foot of floor space for 
the use appropriate 
to that building type. 
For this reason, results 
cannot be compared 
across building types.
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Figure 13: Elementary School and Single-Family Summary of Results  - Impacts of 
Renovation Expressed as a Percentage of New Construction
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Each building type rep-
resented in the analysis 
is considered to have a 
distinct functional unit 
providing one square 
foot of floor space for 
the use appropriate 
to that building type. 
For this reason, results 
cannot be compared 
across building types.
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Figure 14: Multifamily and Warehouse-to-Multifamily Summary of Results  - Impacts of 
Renovation Expressed as a Percentage of New Construction
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Each building type rep-
resented in the analysis 
is considered to have a 
distinct functional unit 
providing one square 
foot of floor space for 
the use appropriate 
to that building type. 
For this reason, results 
cannot be compared 
across building types.
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eFFeCts oF enerGy PerForManCe

When comparing the Advanced Case test conditions, where both the RR and 
NC building scenarios are performing at 30-percent efficiency over the Base 
Case, rehabilitation and retrofit still outperform new construction, yielding fewer 
impacts over a 75-year lifespan (see Figures 11 – 14). This is true for all impact 
categories and building types, except the warehouse-to-multifamily conversion 
case study; the difference in environmental impacts for the Advanced Case test 
condition ranges from 46-percent fewer impacts to 5-percent greater impacts 
as compared to new construction. 

This study provides significant findings in the Climate Change impact cat-
egory. In the Base Case test condition, building reuse can lower carbon-related 
impacts for all building typologies, as shown in Figures 11 – 14. For instance, over 
the course of a building’s 75-year life span, this adds up to 13 percent savings 
for commercial buildings and 12 percent savings for single-family dwellings 
in Portland as compared to demolition and new construction. In contrast, the 
warehouse-to-office and warehouse-to-residential conversion scenarios yield 
climate change savings of 7 and 8 percent in Portland, respectively, over new 
construction. This suggests that building types that require minimal material 
inputs during the renovation process will realize the greatest savings.

These same findings on climate change hold true for the Advanced Case test 
conditions. The range of climate change savings observed for the Advanced 
Case reuse scenario, as compared to the Advanced Case new construction 
scenario, is between 7 and 25 percent. While these savings may seem modest or 
negligible at the building scale, the potential for savings across a larger popula-
tion of buildings is substantial.

iMPaCt drivers For new ConstruCtion and reuse

The relative environmental profiles of the buildings is primarily determined by 
differences in types and quantities of materials, where energy performance is 
deemed equivalent for the RR and NC scenarios. New construction typically 
requires a large quantity of material inputs, which generates a greater magni-
tude of immediate impacts. This is true across climate zones and almost all of 
the building types analyzed in this study, as shown in Figures 15 – 21. 

Various life cycle stages contribute to the overall environmental impact of a 
building (see Figures 15 – 21).37 However, for the Climate Change, Resource, and 
Human Health impact categories, operating energy (i.e., as determined by end-
use profiles and EUIs) is typically the dominant driver of building environmental 
impacts. In the Ecosystem Quality impact category, materials drive a notably 
larger share of overall life cycle impacts, suggesting that the potential for dam-
age to wildlife species is more dependent on materials manufacturing processes 
than other elements of building life cycles.

An exception to this is the warehouse-to-multifamily scenario, as depicted in 
Figure 21. This scenario involved extensive renovation and repurposing of the 
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existing building, and therefore a large quantity of material inputs, rendering 
reuse less environmentally preferable than demolition and new construction in 
two impact categories, human health and ecosystem quality. Material selections 
likely played a significant role in these results, since more materials were used in 
the newly constructed building. 

eFFeCts oF CLiMate

The results of this analysis indicate that the total environmental impact of a 
building depends on climate region, as indicated by Figures 15 - 21. This is due 
to variations in EUI; the ways that buildings use energy (i.e., end-use distribu-
tion); and regional electricity grid mixes.38 For example, a commercial building 
in Portland has less environmental impact than the same commercial building 
in Chicago, because Chicago’s climate is more extreme; its grid mix is predomi-
nately coal-based; and a building in Chicago has a distinctly different energy 
end-use distribution. While variations in climate may alter the degree to which 
building reuse is environmentally preferable to new construction, geographical 
differences do not influence the finding that reuse is almost always preferable to 
new construction. 

Figures 15 - 21 show environmental impacts, by lifecycle stage, as a percentage of impacts for new construction 
in Portland, oregon, on a square-foot basis. The diamonds on each bar represent total impacts for each build-
ing and take into account the savings offered by recycling materials at the end of their respective lifecycles. 

The graphs show that in the Climate Change, resources, and Human Health impact categories, building operat-
ing energy is typically the dominant driver of environmental impacts. In the ecosystem Quality impact category, 
materials drive a noticeably larger share of overall lifecycle impacts. Figures 15 - 21 also demonstrate that a 
building’s total environmental impact varies by climate region, though differences in geography do not influ-
ence the finding that reuse is almost always preferable to new construction.
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Figure 15: Impacts by Lifecycle Stage - Commercial Office                                 
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Figure 16: Impacts by Lifecycle Stage - Warehouse-to-Commercial Office
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Figure 17: Impacts by Lifecycle Stage - Urban Village Mixed-Use
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Figure 18:  Impacts by Lifecycle Stage - Elementary School
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Figure 19: Impacts by Lifecycle Stage - Single-Family Residential
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Original Materials Production

Net Total

Replacement Materials Production
Utility Consumpion (energy use only)

Demolition/Construction Activities
Material Transportation
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Impact category (IMPACT2002+)
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Figure 20: Impacts by Lifecycle Stage - Multifamily Residential

Materials End-of-Life
Original Materials Production

Net Total

Replacement Materials Production
Utility Consumpion (energy use only)

Demolition/Construction Activities
Material Transportation
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Figure 21: Impacts by Lifecycle Stage - Warehouse-to-Multifamily 

Materials End-of-Life
Original Materials Production

Net Total

Replacement Materials Production
Utility Consumpion (energy use only)
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eFFeCts oF Grid Mix

For each city in this study, the Base Case analysis relies on a regional grid mix, 
based on the U.S. EPA’s eGRID2010. A sensitivity analysis was performed to 
evaluate how variations in grid mix may affect the results of the study. The 
grid-mix sensitivity analysis reveals that, while projections towards a ’cleaner’ 
grid—one that includes more renewable sources—will impact the total quantity 
of carbon-related impacts, the relationship between the relative value of reuse 
versus new construction remains constant (see Figure 22).

Electricity grid mix used in analysis
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The energy sources used to generate electricity in each region will likely vary over the course of 75 years. a sen-
sitivity analysis was run to analyze how climate change impacts for one building type, commercial office, may 
change as the grid mix shifts toward ‘cleaner’ technologies (i.e., more renewable sources). The conservative 
projection is based on eIa’s prediction of the national average grid mix over the next 25 years. The progressive 
projection assumes that a 100-percent renewable grid mix is achieved by 2050. regardless of projected varia-
tions in grid mix, the results of this study indicate that the relative difference between reuse and the construc-
tion of new commercial buildings does not change. 

Figure 22. Climate Change Impacts For Commercial Office, Based on Various 
Grid Mix Projections. 
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II. reuse of buILdInGs wIth an aVeraGe LeVeL of enerGy 
Performance consIstentLy offers ImmedIate cLImate 
chanGe ImPact reductIons comPared to more enerGy 
effIcIent new constructIon.

It is often assumed that new construction will operate more efficiently than an 
existing building. Indeed, in many instances, this holds true. However, this study 
finds that, when a renovated building that meets a Base Case level of energy 
performance is compared to a new building operating at a more advanced 
level of efficiency, the RR scenario offers immediate environmental savings for 
the majority of building types tested. This finding is particularly relevant to our 
understanding of climate change impacts. In particular, renovated buildings 
with fewer material inputs have the potential to realize the greatest short-term 
carbon savings.

Both the NC and RR scenarios require an initial outlay of materials; the NC sce-
nario requires materials to construct an energy efficient building, and the RR 
scenario uses materials to make renovations that ensure contemporary function-
ality and a Base Case level of energy performance. The use and maintenance of 
these buildings over their (assumed) 75-year lifespans require energy for opera-
tion and replacement materials to maintain the buildings as some of their ele-
ments wear out over time. 

In this analysis, the project team plotted the environmental impacts result-
ing from NC and RR materials usage and operating energy over time. Figures 
23 - 26 chart climate change impacts for NC Advanced Case and RR Base Case 
commercial buildings in each of the four cities studied, with building life spans 
ranging from 1 to 100 years. The higher climate change impacts associated with 
new construction are most clearly visible in a building’s early years, as seen in 
Figures 23 -26. As building lifetime increases, however, and the NC building 
operates more efficiently than the existing building, the gap in climate change 
impacts between NC and RR scenarios narrows. 

Ultimately, a ‘year of carbon equivalency’ emerges – the point in a building’s 
lifetime at which the environmental impacts associated with new construction 
equal those associated with renovation. For the commercial building in Portland, 
for example, the ‘year of carbon equivalency’ occurs at year 42; it takes approxi-
mately 42 years for the efficient, new commercial building in Portland to over-
come the climate change impacts that were expended during the construction 
process. 
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Figure 23: Climate Change Impacts by Building Lifetime for Commercial Office in 
PortlandPortland

Phoenix
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Figures 23 - 26 chart climate change impacts for both NC and rr scenarios as a function of building lifespan. 
The results are determined by dividing cumulative environmental impact by building lifespan, plotted for years 1 
through 100. For the commercial office building used in this study, building reuse always yields more immediate 
carbon savings than demolition and new construction. The ‘year of carbon equivalency’ is highlighted in green, 
showing the point at which new construction and reuse yield the same climate change impacts.
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Figure 24: Climate Change Impacts by Building Lifetime for Commercial Office in Phoenix
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Figure 25: Climate Change Impacts by Building Lifetime for Commercial Office in Atlanta
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Building lifetime (years)Rehab & Retrofit: Base Case
New Construction: Advanced
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Figure 26: Climate Change Impacts by Building Lifetime for Commercial Office in 
Chicago
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year oF Carbon eQuivaLenCy’ anaLysis

It is clear that renovation has the potential to provide near- and long-term 
carbon savings as compared to the construction of new, energy efficient build-
ings. This is especially relevant as new buildings in the United States continue to 
move toward higher levels of energy efficiency. 

Table 12 indicates the building lifetimes at which a Base Case renovated building 
has lower cumulative climate change-related impacts as compared to new, high-
performance construction. Among the cities analyzed, Chicago and Portland rep-
resent the most extreme climatic variations on life cycle impacts. Thus, for cities 
in other climate regions of the United States, the ‘year of carbon equivalency’ can 
be expected to fall within the parameters of these two cities. The ‘year of carbon 
equivalency’ ranges from 10 years for an elementary school in Chicago to 80 
years for a single-family home in Portland. In other words, it can take between 10 
and 80 years for a new, energy efficient building to overcome, through efficient 
operations, the climate-change impacts incurred during the construction process. 
The ‘year of carbon equivalency’ is highly influenced by building type, climate 
region, and the energy performance level of a given building.39
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Table 12.  Number of Years Required for New Buildings to 
Overcome Climate Change Impacts from Construction Process

According to this study, it takes 10 to 80 years for a new building that is 30 
percent more efficient than an average-performing existing building to overcome, 
through efficient operations, the negative climate change impacts related to 
construction. This table illustrates the number of years required for different 
energy efficient, new buildings to overcome impacts. 

building type chicago Portland

Urban Village Mixed Use 42 years 80 years

Single-Family Residential 38 years 50 years

Commercial Office 25 years 42 years

Warehouse-to-Office  
Conversion

12 years 19 years

Multifamily Residential 16 years 20 years

Elementary School 10 years 16 years

Warehouse-to-Residential 
Conversion*

Never Never

*The warehouse-to-multifamily conversion (which operates at an average level of efficiency) does not 
offer a climate change impact savings compared to new construction that is 30 percent more efficient.  
These results are driven by the amount and type of materials used in this particular building conversion. 
The warehouse-to-residential conversion does offer a climate change advantage when the energy per-
formance levels of new and existing building are assumed to be equal (see Figure 14).  Thus, it may be 
particularly important to retrofit warehouse buildings for improved energy performance while renovat-
ing them.  Furthermore, care should be taken to select materials that maximize environmental savings. 

There is an important exception to these results. In this study, a new, efficient multi-
family residential building outperforms a warehouse-to-residential conversion that 
has been renovated to achieve a Base Case level of energy efficiency. In this case 
study, material inputs for the warehouse-to-residential conversion are so significant 
that they erode some of the environmental advantage associated with building reuse.

Pre-eeM sensitivity anaLysis 

In addition to the Base Case and Advanced Case test conditions, a third test 
condition was created in this study – the Pre-EEM analysis. This analysis evalu-
ates the life cycle impacts of an existing building that has been renovated to 
bring it to contemporary functionality but has not included EEMs to bring the 
building up to an average level of energy performance. Here, the Pre-EEM Case 
was analyzed for the commercial office building only, and the operating energy 
of the Pre-EEM Case was assumed to be equivalent to the Base Case test condi-
tion. This test condition was created because, in many instances, older buildings 
have inherent efficiency strengths and perform on par with new construction.40 
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Building lifetime (years)
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Figure 27. Climate Change Impacts for Pre-EEM and Base Case Reuse Versus Advanced 
Case New Construction for Commercial Office Buildings in Portland

The Pre-eeM test condition, shown as the dotted black line, yields roughly the same climate change impacts as 
applying efficiency measures to improve upon its energy performance.

This test condition was designed to inform the team’s understanding about the 
extent to which an existing building that is already performing at a Base Case 
level of energy efficiency might offer environmental benefits without requiring 
energy efficiency improvements to achieve such performance. 

From a life cycle analysis perspective, there is little variation in the ‘year of car-
bon equivalency’ between a Pre-EEM and Base Case RR building (see the year-
of-carbon equivalency analysis in Figure 27).  



THE GREENEST BUILDING: QUANTIFYING THE ENVIRONMENTAL VALUE OF BUILDING REUSE 78

III. materIaLs matter: the QuantIty and tyPe of materI-
aLs used In a buILdInG renoVatIon can reduce, or eVen 
neGate, the benefIts of reuse.

This study reveals that the quantity and types of materials used in a reuse 
scenario can reduce or even eliminate the environmental advantage associated 
with reuse. For example, the converted warehouses and school addition require 
larger material inputs relative to other reuse scenarios, and as can be seen 
in Figures 11-14, the benefits of reuse tend to be less than those seen in other 
buildings typologies. In fact, in the instance of the warehouse-to-residential 
conversion scenario, reuse is less environmentally preferable than demolition 
and new construction in two impact categories, Human Health and Ecosystem 
Quality. In the case of Ecosystem Quality, the warehouse-to-residential conver-
sion has a 1-percent higher impact than new construction in all climate areas, 
and the margin of benefit for new construction in the Human Health impact 
category ranges from 4 to 6 percent, depending on climate. These differences 
are relatively small, and findings will likely differ for other warehouse conver-
sion scenarios based on variations in material inputs. It should be noted that 
the results for this scenario, as well as all other scenarios, are a function of the 
specific types and quantities of materials that were selected for this project. 
Buildings that use other varieties and amounts of materials will yield different 
findings. 

The ‘year of carbon equivalency’ varies significantly between different building 
types. In general, the existing building projects that require more materials—the 
school addition and the warehouse conversions—do not offer as significant envi-
ronmental benefits as scenarios in which the footprints or uses are unchanged. 
In the case of the warehouse-to-residential conversion scenario, material inputs 
are substantial enough for the RR scenario that the Base Case warehouse-to-
residential conversion does not realize a near-term environmental benefit over 
an Advanced Case new building (however, as seen in Figure 14, the warehouse-
to-residential conversion does offer a climate change advantage when energy 
performance between the new and existing building is assumed to be the same).

iMPaCts oF enerGy PerForManCe uPGrades

An analysis of energy performance upgrades demonstrates the potential 
impacts associated with materials usage, as shown in Figures 28 - 31. Upgrades 
result in lower energy consumption over the lifetime of a building, and therefore 
yield a significant reduction in environmental impacts in those categories that 
are dominated by operating energy: Climate Change, Resource Depletion, and 
Human Health impacts. In the area of Ecosystem Quality, however, materials 
contribute more substantially to total environmental impacts.
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Figure 28: Climate Change Impacts for Commercial Office
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Figure 29: Resources Impacts for Commercial Office

Figures 28 - 31 show results 
for both the Base Case and 
advanced Case test condi-
tions for the Commercial 
office Building category. 
as energy performance 
improves, both the new 
building and existing build-
ing result in fewer climate 
change, resource depletion, 
and human health impacts. 
However, in some instances, 
impacts to ecosystem quality 
are greater for the advanced 
Case test conditions, due 
to the effects of material 
choices related to eeMs for 
selected buildings.
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Figure 30: Human Health Impacts for Commercial Office
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Figure 31: Ecosystem Quality Impacts for Commercial Office
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In the case of Ecosystem Quality, the use of additional materials to achieve 
efficiency upgrades can offset the value of the operating efficiency. The 
result is a reduced or eliminated benefit to Ecosystem Quality. For example, 
this is true for single-family new construction and building reuse scenarios in 
some climates, as shown in Figures 32 – 35.

Further, the Pre-EEM condition tested on the commercial building yields simi-
lar findings in the Ecosystem Quality impact category. The Pre-EEM condition 

– which assumes a Base Case level of energy efficiency but does not require 
materials inputs to achieve this level of energy performance – is always envi-
ronmentally preferable to an Advanced Case, newly constructed building, 
and sometimes more advantageous than an Advanced Case existing building. 
From the perspective of impacts to ecosystem quality, not applying EEMs is 
the environmentally preferred option, due to the impacts that result from the 
material components of the EEMs. Further research is needed to evaluate 
whether this Pre-EEM trend is consistent across building typologies.

Efforts to reduce climate change impacts through reduced energy consump-
tion can actually increase negative environmental impacts, depending on the 
modes of material sourcing and production involved. Thus, multiple indica-
tors should be examined when assessing the environmental benefit at issue 
in a decision to upgrade building energy performance. However, modern sci-
ence does not yet offer tools that enable easy decision making on this point. 

The full results of this study, including a detailed explanation of all findings, can 
be found in the Technical appendices. 
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Figure 32: Ecosystem Quality Impacts for Portland                                               
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Figures 32 - 35 show that in the ecosystem Quality category, material selection plays an important role in overall 
environmental impacts. In the case of the Commercial office and Single-Family Home typologies, energy efficient 
new construction demonstrated greater lifecycle impacts over existing buildings operating at a Base Case level of 
performance. Further, the Pre-eeM results for commercial office building in cities with lower eUIs and cleaner grid 
mixes (i.e., Portland and Phoenix) indicate that few, if any, reductions in ecosystem quality impact are achieved by 
including eeMs selected to ensure an Base Case level of performance. 

Figure 33: Ecosystem Quality Impacts for Phoenix
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Figure 34: Ecosystem Quality Impacts for Atlanta
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Figure 35: Ecosystem Quality Impacts for Chicago
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7.  anaLysIs and concLusIons
anaLysIs of fIndInGs

This study reveals that the reuse and retrofit of buildings of equivalent size and 
functionality can, in most cases, meaningfully reduce the negative environmen-
tal impacts associated with building development.  Significantly, even if it is 
assumed that a new building will operate at 30-percent greater efficiency than 
an existing building, it can take between 10 and 80 years for a new, energy effi-
cient building to overcome the climate change impacts that were created during 
construction.  An exception to this is the multifamily-to-warehouse conversion; 
in this scenario, the average-performing reuse option does not offer a climate-
change advantage as compared to a new, energy efficient building.  

Notably, this study finds that the benefits of building reuse can be reduced or 
even eliminated depending on the type and quantity of materials selected for a 
reuse project.  Therefore, care must be taken to select construction materials 
that minimize environmental impacts.

This section discusses the findings of this study and explores barriers to reuse, 
retrofit, and effective materials selection.  It also offers recommendations for 
future research and analysis. 

reuse matters

The demolition of buildings to make way for new construction is common in 
the United States. While some replacement of the existing building stock is 
undoubtedly necessary, the results of this study suggest that building reuse 
offers a significant opportunity to avoid environmental impacts.  In all of the 
scenarios examined in this study, there is an immediate carbon savings associ-
ated with reuse and renovation as compared to new construction, when com-
paring buildings of equivalent size, functionality and energy performance.  In 
all but one scenario, there is also an immediate carbon savings associated with 
reuse and renovation as compared to more energy efficient, new buildings.  

Most climate scientists agree that immediate-term action is crucial to staving 
off the worst impacts of climate change. This study finds that building reuse can 
avoid unnecessary carbon outlays and help communities achieve their near-term 
carbon-reduction goals. An example from Portland, Oregon, illustrates this. Ret-
rofitting, rather than demolishing and replacing, just 1% of the city of Portland’s 
office buildings and single family homes over the next 10 ten years would help 
to meet 15% of their county’s total CO2 reduction targets over the next decade 
(Portland and Multnomah County share emissions reductions targets).  When 
scaled up even further to capture the potential for carbon reductions in other 
parts of the country, particularly those with a higher rate of demolition, the 
potential for savings could be substantial.41  

Most climate scientists 
agree that immediate-
term action is crucial 
to staving off the worst 
impacts of climate 
change. This study 
finds that building 
reuse can avoid 
unnecessary carbon 
outlays and help 
communities achieve 
their near-term carbon-
reduction goals.
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barriers to reuse

There are many barriers to actualizing the environmental benefits of building 
reuse.  In urban areas, there is a financial incentive to maximize the use potential 
of sites, which often involves adding floor space to achieve economies of scale 
and height for views, as well as higher rents. Thus, developers often perceive 
little economic justification for retaining existing buildings and instead look for 
developable land rather than buildings to retrofit. Moreover, the environmen-
tal costs associated with building construction and demolition are external to 
developer pro formas and excluded from value-chain analyses; this creates an 
incentive to demolish buildings in favor of new construction. 

In addition, rehabilitation work is typically regarded as far riskier than new 
construction, because the process can be less predictable, and many develop-
ers fear being surprised by unforeseen challenges once rehabilitation is under-
way.  This perception of risk and fear of the unknown can motivate decisions 
to demolish buildings even in instances where rehabilitation may be less costly 
and more profitable than new construction.  Developers need new sets of tools 
and skills, as well as financial and technical resources, to help them incorporate 
existing buildings into their portfolios.

Regulations are also often obstacles to sustainability, inadvertently undermin-
ing efforts to reuse existing buildings.  Building policies and codes in the United 
States have historically favored the needs and goals of new construction.  Today, 
existing buildings and older communities must conform to regulatory environ-

Portland, Oregon

1% of the building stock in Portland (within Multnomah County) is 
expected to be demolished over the next 10 years. 

15%
Single-Family ResidentialCommercial Office

556,000 sf to  
be demolished

3.2 million sf  
to be  
demolished

324 million 
sf total

55.6 million  
sf total

of the county’s total CO2 reduction targets, over the coming decade, 
could be met simply by retrofitting and reusing existing buildings 
rather than demolishing and building new, efficient ones.
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ments that do not encourage adapting buildings for new uses or retrofitting 
them for energy efficiency.  For example, building energy and zoning codes are 
particularly challenging for existing buildings; the up-zoning of height and floor 
area limits in urban areas threatens existing attractive, viable, lower-rise build-
ings that occupy smaller lots. In the absence of flexible land use regulations 
and incentives for reuse, older buildings are commonly torn down to make way 
for larger structures.  Energy codes can also sometimes deter building reuse, 
as they are typically not well-adapted to the unique limitations and opportuni-
ties presented by individual buildings.  Thus, when added to seismic and ADA 
requirements, these factors can be the ‘tipping point’ in decisions favoring 
demolition.  

The findings of this study should be viewed in the context of two realities.  First, 
the continued use of certain older buildings may be  impractical for a number 
of reasons..  An existing building may not suit a new proposed use that makes 
sense in the context of its neighborhood, or geographical impracticalities may 
render reuse unrealistic, e.g. as in the case of many vacant buildings in depopu-
lating cities.  Secondly, changing demographics and the evolution of vibrant, 
successful urban spaces will continue to necessitate new construction.  Even so, 
a paradigm shift is needed to account for the relative environmental benefits of 
reuse and to ensure that reuse be seriously considered in decisions regarding 
demolition and new construction.

A more comprehensive analysis of the policy barriers to reuse is needed in light 
of these realities, as are efforts to identify and design policies and development 
standards that successfully promote reuse.  

retrofIts matter

Building reuse alone is insufficient to meet our responsibilities to reduce climate 
change related impacts. This study demonstrates that retrofitting existing build-
ings with appropriate energy upgrades offers the most substantial emissions 
reductions over time. The results of this study also reveal that, while building 
reuse and retrofit are important for all regions, they are particularly impactful 
in areas in which coal is the dominant energy source and more extreme climate 
variations drive higher energy use.  Thus, retrofitting an existing building in Chi-
cago or Atlanta for energy efficiency will provide more substantial reductions 
in carbon-related impacts than a comparable renovation in Portland, due to 
differences in energy grid mix and climate.  Given the high distribution of both 
residential and commercial building square footage in the Midwest and South 
Atlantic United States, the potential benefits from retrofits are tremendous.  

As with reuse, the barriers to building retrofits are numerous.  While many com-
mercial building owners have achieved upwards of 20 to 60 percent energy sav-
ings in existing buildings, a lack of transparency in the retrofit market regarding 
measurable outcomes makes it difficult to convince owners of the positive pay-
back and benefits associated with retrofits.42  Financial drivers present another 
challenge for energy efficiency retrofitting; the financing obtained by owners 
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for renovations is often spent in ways that fail to promote environmental effi-
ciency.  Motivated by a desire to attract and retain tenants, landlords commonly 
favor cosmetic retrofits over energy-related renovations.  In many instances, 
building owners delay or avoid making efficiency investments, because it is 
their tenants—those paying the utility bills—who reap the financial benefits. In 
turn, tenants are often hesitant to invest in energy upgrades on properties they 
do not own.  This ‘split incentive’ largely results from the prevailing dynamics 
of the real estate market.  In response to these realities, emerging efforts, such 
as ‘green lease’ programs and utility-funded programs that finance retrofits in 
return for owning the energy savings, contribute to a wider acceptance of effi-
ciency upgrades. 

There are also significant obstacles to home energy retrofits.  Owners of mul-
tifamily buildings confront many of the same challenges faced by commercial 
building owners, including ‘split incentives’ and a lack of transparency about 
the advantages and payback associated with retrofits.  Meanwhile, many single-
family homeowners are uncertain about how best to tackle energy efficiency 
improvements and lack the financial resources to make substantial improve-
ments.  Data from the U.S. Energy Information Agency suggests that older, 
single-family homes, particularly those built before 1950, perform more poorly 
than those homes of more recent vintage.  Yet, there is an insufficient number of 
retrofit programs that target this sector of the building stock.  

Numerous efforts by national organizations, federal agencies, energy utilities, 
and leadership cities are underway across the country to address barriers to 
retrofits.  This study underscores the importance of this work, and suggests that 
it may be especially important to target retrofit efforts to those areas of the 
country with fossil-fuel-heavy grid mixes and harsher climate conditions.  

materIaL choIces matter

This project does not evaluate individual materials, and recommendations 
as to which building materials offer the least environmental impact are not 
included here.  It is clear, however, that material choices significantly affect 
the overall impact of a building during its lifecycle.  Generally, where build-
ing renovation requires a substantial input of materials and materials have 
not been carefully selected, the environmental benefits of reuse can be 
eroded or substantially eliminated.  In each of the materials-intensive reuse 
scenarios tested in this study, including the elementary school with a new 
addition and the warehouse-conversion scenarios, the benefits of reuse 
tended to be less significant or even reduced altogether. This suggests 
that great care is needed during the design process to minimize unneces-
sary additions to a building footprint through strategic space planning and 
the selection of appropriate materials that result in fewer environmental 
impacts.  Better tools are clearly needed to inform design and materials 
selection processes. 



THE GREENEST BUILDING: QUANTIFYING THE ENVIRONMENTAL VALUE OF BUILDING REUSE 88

Lessons FroM warehouse-to-MuLtiFaMiLy residentiaL sCenario

Beyond the quantity of materials used, the types of materials used in build-
ing construction and renovation are also important.  This is evident in all sce-
narios, but special attention is given to the warehouse-to- multifamily residen-
tial conversion, the only case study in which building reuse did not offer an 
environmental savings in all impact categories over new construction.  Even 
when energy performance was assumed to be the same, this reuse scenario 
was slightly more impactful than new construction in terms of Human Health 
and Ecosystem Quality impacts.  It is noteworthy that the warehouse conver-
sion does offer environmental savings, in terms of climate change and resource 
impacts, when energy performance is assumed to be the same. 

The warehouse-to-multifamily scenario was examined in greater detail in order 
to explore which materials drove differences in results.43 The project team deter-
mined that extensive replacement of glazing systems, choices of flooring mate-
rials, and differences in mechanical systems greatly affected the environmental 
impact profile of this scenario and made new construction the more desirable 
option. The negative impacts associated with the glazing system replacement 
are noteworthy, because it is typically assumed that window replacement offers 
significant environmental benefits over the retention of less energy efficient 
windows.  Different material selections in these categories may have ‘tipped’ the 
scenario in favor of reuse in all impact categories.  Further analysis is needed to 
better understand the trade-offs between material types.

While every effort was made to select case studies that are as representative 
of a particular building typology as possible, this study’s results are functions 
of the specific buildings chosen for each scenario and the particular type and 
quantity of materials used in construction and rehabilitation.  Impacts will differ 
for other building conversions that use different types and amounts of materials. 
Others are encouraged to repeat this research for additional building case stud-
ies; duplicating this analysis will enhance our collective understanding of the 
range of impact differences that can be expected between new construction 
and building reuse projects.

iMPaCts oF enerGy eFFiCienCy Measures

This study demonstrates that the application of EEMs that require material 
inputs may reduce operating energy and climate-change related impacts 
over time, but may also induce greater environmental impacts in areas such 
as Human Health and Ecosystem Quality. Such impacts should be carefully 
balanced.  The use of strategies that require few or no material inputs (e.g. 
operational adjustments to thermostat settings or greater occupant engage-
ment to reduce energy use) are particularly promising given its poten-
tial to reduce environmental effects across all impact categories.  Such 
approaches should be explored through further research and analysis.  

Identifying and valuing building material options present several challenges, 
including a lack of transparency about the environmental impacts associ-
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ated with different material choices.  Various efforts are underway to bench-
mark or ‘certify’ the environmental performance of materials, however, few 
efforts are based on comprehensive assessments of life cycle impact. 

While LCA serves as an important tool for evaluating material choices, it 
remains impractical for widespread use in the design process, as it is time 
consuming and costly.  Furthermore, although LCA is the ‘gold standard’ for 
environmental impact analysis, even this method is challenged by limita-
tions with data.  A more affordable LCA-based tool, backed by better data 
and integrated into design processes, will allow designers to make informed 
decisions based on the impact profiles of various materials and systems and 
could provide substantial opportunities to minimize impacts associated with 
construction. 

concLusIons and further research

The analysis of building scenarios in this study suggests that reusing an 
existing building and upgrading it to be as efficient as possible is almost 
always the best choice regardless of building type and climate.  However, 
careful material selection and efficient design strategies for reuse are critical 
and can play a major role in minimizing the impacts associated with building 
renovation and retrofit projects. 

These findings have critical implications for policy and practice, which are 
beyond the scope of this report but deserve exploration. Specifically, a better 
understanding of the drivers of demolition in the real estate market is needed, 
as is a closer examination of policy opportunities that address barriers to reuse 
and enable communities to better leverage existing built assets.  This research 
also reinforces the need to address widespread obstacles to greening existing 
buildings and to develop tools that better enable designers to make more envi-
ronmentally sensitive materials choices. 

This report underscores a number of other issues requiring additional research.  
Further research will help to inform our understanding of the complex issues 
surrounding this study and should seek to achieve the following:

•	 Improve	upon	life	cycle	inventory	data.	 In many ways, the science of 
LCA is still in its infancy. Currently, the majority of life cycle inventory data 
used in this study is sourced from a European database (ecoinvent) and is 
representative of European operations, which may not be entirely rep-
resentative of U.S. practices (and thus impacts).  However, the ecoinvent 
database is widely used in the United States, since a database of equiva-
lent quality, transparency and robustness is not yet available.  A serious, 
coordinated effort is needed to develop data that better reflects U.S. 
processes. 
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 This study excludes impacts to human health due to material off-gassing 
and the resulting effects on indoor air quality, which is a limitation that 
should be addressed by future analyses. Currently, the complexity of this 
topic requires resources and expertise beyond the capabilities of the 
project team, although efforts are underway within the LCA community to 
integrate this aspect of impact to human health.  Better tools and further 
research are needed to compare the indoor air quality impacts associated 
with rehabilitated versus newly constructed buildings.  

•	 Further	evaluate	the	durability	of	materials.  This LCA required the 
project team to apply certain assumptions about the durability of materi-
als used in both the NC and RR scenarios, in order to determine the inter-
val at which various building elements would be replaced over a 75- year 
life cycle.   While durability data for some materials is fairly robust, it is 
substantially lacking in many areas, particularly with regard to relatively 
untested, newer materials.  Better data and further analysis are needed to 
test the sensitivity of this study’s findings to different durability assump-
tions.

•	 Explore	the	impacts	of	changing	construction	practices.  This study’s 
comparison of reuse and new construction scenarios is based on current 
construction practices.  Yet, there is a significant movement toward more 
sustainable construction practices in the United States, and study results 
may change markedly as a result of transformations in this dynamic field.  
For example, the use of light-weight steel framing; improved focus on 
structural efficiency; and other factors could alter findings. 

•	 Better	understanding	of	building	energy	consumption.  Understanding 
how buildings use energy is an important part of reducing their envi-
ronmental impacts in a meaningful way. However, actual data on build-
ing energy use is limited, and modeled predictions of energy use have 
proven to be, at times, inaccurate.  The results of this study show that, in 
most cases, operating energy drives a large portion of a building’s envi-
ronmental impacts over the course of its lifespan.  Much time and effort 
was taken to determine the appropriate energy consumption data for the 
buildings analyzed in this study to ensure that they accurately represent 
‘typical’ buildings.  However, a more nuanced understanding of building 
energy consumption is needed, for both newly constructed and exist-
ing buildings, with more up-to-date and larger sample sizes than those 
currently available through the U.S. Energy Information Administration.  
Emerging state and city policies requiring owners to benchmark and 
disclose the energy usage of their buildings will contribute to a growing 
body of data on whole-building energy use.  However, better research is 
also needed on the end-use breakdowns of energy use within different 
types of spaces within buildings, across building types, and in different 
climate zones.



THE GREENEST BUILDING: QUANTIFYING THE ENVIRONMENTAL VALUE OF BUILDING REUSE 91

•	 Explore	net	zero	energy	scenarios.  As America’s buildings reach higher 
levels of energy efficiency with the end goal of net-zero operating energy, 
further research is needed to identify the potential for environmental 
trade-offs between operating efficiencies and increased material inputs, 
such as the addition of renewable energy systems, across different cli-
mate regions. A deeper analysis is also need to evaluate potential environ-
mental impacts associated with the latest materials and technologies used 
by net zero energy buildings to assess this trade-off in a meaningful way. 

•	 Include	location	efficiency	considerations.	 This study compares the 
impacts associated with renovation and reuse with the impacts associated 
with the demolition and construction of buildings of equal size.  In reality, 
many existing buildings are replaced with new, larger structures that can 
potentially accommodate more residents or users.  Thus, further research 
is  needed to understand the relationship between density and environ-
mental impacts as it relates to building reuse versus new construction.  
Additional density may be environmentally advantageous if buildings are 
located in areas that are walkable and transit accessible, thereby reducing 
the Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMTs) by occupants.  

 Such an analysis should look at more than the carbon savings associated 
with reduced VMTs from additional occupants in a new building. Such 
studies should also consider the significant role that older buildings play 
in creating more character-rich and human-scale communities that attract 
people to more sustainable, urban living patterns. 

•	 A	deeper	dive	into	understanding	material	impacts.  Variations in the 
environmental impacts associated with new construction versus building 
rehabilitation are based on their material differences.  However, this study 
does not provide definitive comparisons of the environmental perfor-
mance of specific products or materials or specific building designs or 
practices.  Further research is needed to evaluate the case study buildings 
used in this report to determine whether their materials are accurately 
representative of new and existing buildings, and to determine how varia-
tions in material inputs may affect outcomes.  Furthermore, the use of 
salvaged materials in new and existing buildings is likely to shift results; 
this also warrants further analysis. 

Older buildings foster a wider variety and intensity of uses and activities, and 
often provide more affordable spaces for economic incubation, than new 
buildings.  Decisions to reuse and retrofit existing buildings are made for many 
reasons, including the economic, social, and cultural value these structures 
provide to their communities.  This study demonstrates that building reuse and 
retrofit, coupled with responsible materials choices, offer tremendous promise 
for minimizing environmental impacts associated with the built environment.  
Future research and analysis in this important area will no doubt enrich industry 
practices and public policy in the years ahead.  
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Economic Benefits of Preservation Session, “Sustainability and
Historic Preservation” by Donovan Rypkema

Donovan Rypkema, Principal of PlaceEconomics, was educated at Columbia University,
where he received a Masters of Science degree in Historic Preservation.  He has lectured

widely on economic and preservation issues relating to rehabilitation, community development and commercial

revitalization. His specific fields of consultation include feasibility analyses for real estate and market analysis,

economic revitalization of downtowns and neighborhood commercial centers, and the rehabilitation of historic

structures.  He is author of several publications, including Community Initiated Development, The Economics of

Rehabilitation, the Downtown Real Estate Development Series and others. His articles have appeared in

numerous periodicals and journals. His book, The Economics of Historic Preservation: A Community Leader’s

Guide, (The National Trust for Historic Preservation, 1994) is now in its second printing and is widely used by
preservationists nationwide.

The article below contains excerpts from Donovan D. Rypkema’s presentation, Sustainability, Smart Growth and

Historic Preservation, given at the Historic Districts Council Annual Conference in New York City, on March 10,

2007.

PART I:

A Broadway producer who once told an aspiring playwright, “If you can’t write your idea on the back of my business

card, you don’t have a clear idea.” So I’m going to begin by giving you this entire presentation at a length you can

put on the back of your business card.

1. Sustainable development is crucial for economic competitiveness.

2. Sustainable development has more elements than just environmental responsibility.

3. “Green buildings” and sustainable development are not synonyms.

4. Historic preservation is, in and of itself, sustainable development.

5. Development without a historic preservation component is not sustainable.

232Like
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So that’s my presentation – everything I say now is just fill. I’m very fortunate that much of my work in the last few

years has been international. And what I’ve discovered is this: much of the world has begun to recognize the
interrelationship and the interdependency between sustainable development and heritage conservation; but

much less so in the United States. I’m not so sure we’ve really learned those lessons in America, or at least we
have not yet broadly connected the dots. Far too many advocates in the US far too narrowly define what constitutes

sustainable development. Far too many advocates in the US think that so-called green buildings and sustainable
development are one in the same. They are not.

Sustainable development is about, but not limited to, environmental sustainability. There is far more to
sustainable development than green buildings such as:

• Repairing and rebuilding historic wood windows would mean that the dollars are spent locally instead of at a

distant window manufacturing plant. That’s economic sustainability, also part of sustainable development.

• Maintaining as much of the original fabric as possible is maintaining the character of the historic

neighborhood. That’s cultural sustainability, also part of sustainable development.

But if we don’t yet get it in the United States, others do. There’s an international real estate consulting firm based
in Great Britain – King Sturge – that has been at the forefront in broadening and communicating the concept of

sustainable development. Their framework of sustainable development certainly includes environmental
responsibility but also economic responsibility and social responsibility. I’m going to take the liberty of expanding

the third category into social and cultural responsibility. They further identify these important nexus: for a
community to be viable there needs to be a link between environmental responsibility and economic
responsibility; for a community to be livable there needs to be a link between environmental responsibility and

social responsibility; and for a community to be equitable there needs to be a link between economic
responsibility and social responsibility.

When we begin to think about sustainable development in this broader context the entire equation begins to

change – and includes more than simply, “Does this building get a LEED gold certification” or “Is that
development making sure that the habitat of the snail darter isn’t being compromised?” When we begin to think

about sustainable development in this broader context the role of historic preservation in sustainable
development becomes all the more clear.

Let’s start with the environmental responsibility component of sustainable development. How does historic
preservation contribute to that? Well, we could begin with the simple area of solid waste disposal. In the United

States, almost one ton of solid waste per person is collected annually. Solid waste disposal is increasingly
expensive both in dollars and in environmental impacts. So let me put this in context for you. You know we all

diligently recycle our Coke cans. It’s a pain in the neck, but we do it because it’s good for the environment. Here is
a typical building in a North American downtown – 25 feet wide and 100 or 120 or 140 feet deep. Let’s say that

today we tear down one small building like this in your neighborhood. We have now wiped out the entire
environmental benefit from the last 1,344,000 aluminum cans that were recycled. We’ve not only wasted an

historic building, we’ve wasted months of diligent recycling by the good people of our community. And that
calculation only considers the impact on the landfill, not any of the other sustainable development calculations like

the next one on my list – embodied energy.

Embodied energy is defined as the total expenditure of energy involved in the creation of the building and its

constituent materials. When we throw away an historic building, we are simultaneously throwing away the

http://www.preservation.org/Calendar.html
http://www.preservation.org/forsale/forsale.html
http://www.preservation.org/drechsler_fund.html
mailto:info@preservation.org
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embodied energy incorporated into that building. How significant is embodied energy? In Australia, they’ve

calculated that the embodied energy in he existing building stock is equivalent to ten years of the total energy

consumption of the entire country. Much of the “green building” movement focuses on the annual energy use of a
building. But the energy consumed in the construction of a building is 15 to 30 times the annual energy use.

Razing historic buildings results in a triple hit on scarce resources. First, we are throwing away thousands of

dollars of embodied energy. Second, we are replacing it with materials vastly more consumptive of energy.

What are most historic houses built from? Brick, plaster, concrete and timber. What are among the least energy
consumptive of materials? Brick, plaster, concrete and timber. What are major components of new buildings?

Plastic, steel, vinyl and aluminum. What are among the most energy consumptive of materials? Plastic, steel, vinyl

and aluminum. Third, recurring embodied energy savings increase dramatically as a building life stretches

over fifty years. You’re a fool or a fraud if you say you are an environmentally conscious builder and yet are
throwing away historic buildings, and their components.

Let me put it a different way – if you have a building that lasts 100 years, you could use 25% more energy every

year and still have less lifetime energy use than a building that lasts 40 years. And a whole lot of buildings being

built today won’t last even 40 years.

The EPA has noted that building construction debris constitutes around a third of all waste generated in this
country, and has projected that over 27% of existing buildings will be replaced between 2000 and 2030. So you

would think that the EPA would have two priorities: 1) make every effort to preserve as much of the existing quality

building stock as possible; and 2) build buildings that have 80 and 100 and 120-year lives, as our historic

buildings already have.

Instead what are they doing? They are sponsoring a contest to design buildings that can be taken apart every

couple of decades and reassembled. Now I’m all for reusing building materials when structures have to be

demolished, but to design buildings to be taken apart is to consciously build in planned obsolescence, and

planned obsolescence is the polar opposite of sustainable development. And even if this approach met the
environmental responsibility component of sustainable development – which it does not – it is the antithesis of the

cultural and economic elements of sustainable development.

Here is this federal agency that is supposed to be our country’s lead entity for promoting and fostering sustainable

development. Last fall they issued their five-year strategic plan, complete with goals, objectives, and standards of
measurement – 188 fact-filled pages. How many times was the phrase “sustainable development” mentioned?

Exactly twice – both times in footnotes. Once because a document they were citing had “sustainable development”

in its title and the other because the database they referenced was maintained by the UN’s Division for

Sustainable Development. How can you be the agency responsible for sustainable development when
“sustainable development” never appears in your strategic plan? Oh, and by the way, the number of times that

“historic preservation” was mentioned in the strategic plan? Zero.

Within the plan, the EPA has an element targeted to construction and demolition debris. The objective is “Preserve

Land” and the sub-objective is “Reduce Waste Generation and Increase Recycling.” But they have missed the
obvious – when you preserve a historic building, you are preserving land. When you rehabilitate a historic

building, you are reducing waste generation. When you reuse a historic building, you are increasing recycling.

In fact, historic preservation is the ultimate in recycling. At most perhaps 10% of what the environmental

movement does advances the cause of historic preservation. But 100% of what the preservation movement does
advances the cause of the environment.
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And when I’m told that the fast changing needs of households and businesses cannot be met in historic

buildings, I respond in polite company, “nonsense” and in less polite company, “bullshit.” Identify for me any use

you can come up with in today’s economy, and I’ll find you an example of that use being accommodated in a
historic building. The functional adaptability of historic buildings is one of their great under-recognized

attributes. You cannot have sustainable development without a major role of historic preservation, period.

it’s about time we preservationists start hammering at that until it is broadly understood.

Part II.

My technical background is as a real estate appraiser and in the appraisal field there is a concept of functional
obsolescence. Functional obsolescence is when a building or its components no longer meet the utility demands

of the marketplace. Functional obsolescence is real, but for many developers, real estate owners, architects,

and city officials, the response to functional obsolescence is demolition. But the alternative environmentally

responsible response is adaptive reuse. In real estate language, functional obsolescence represents the loss of
utility, but adaptive reuse is the reinsertion of a new utility into an existing building.

But be careful when you hear that phrase functional obsolescence, because it is often mis-assigned. And my

favorite example of that is here in New York City. I lived there in the mid 1980s. And at the time, the conventional

wisdom of architects, developers, and many city officials was that all those class B and C office buildings in lower
Manhattan had to be razed because they were functionally obsolete. Those 28-year-old MBAs on Wall Street,

making $600,000 a year ought to be making big contributions to preservation organizations in the city. Why?

Because had preservationists not stood up and said, "Like hell are you going to tear down all those 1920s office

buildings" those investment bankers wouldn’t have their $3 million condos in those very structures.

On the commercial side, if we want to begin to mitigate the endless expanse of strip center sprawl it is critical that

we have effective programs of center city revitalization. Throughout America over the last decade, we have seen

downtowns come back and reclaim their historic role as the multifunctional, vibrant, heart of the city. Now this is

the area where I do most of my work. I typically visit 100 downtowns a year of every size, in every part of the country.
But I cannot identify a single example of a sustained success story in downtown revitalization where historic

preservation wasn’t a key component of that strategy. Not a one. Conversely, the examples of very expensive

failures in downtown revitalization have nearly all had the destruction of historic buildings as a major element.

That doesn’t mean, I suppose, that it’s not theoretically possible to have downtown revitalization and no
historic preservation, but I haven’t seen it, I haven’t read of it, I haven’t heard of it. Now the relative importance

of preservation as part of the downtown revitalization effort will vary some, depending on the local resources, the

age of the city, the strength of the local preservation advocacy groups, and the enlightenment of the leadership. But

successful revitalization and no historic preservation? It ain’t happening.

The closest thing we have to a broad-based sustainable development movement is known as Smart Growth.

There is no movement in America today that enjoys a more widespread support across political, ideological, and
geographical boundaries than does Smart Growth. Democrats support it for environmental reasons, Republicans

for fiscal reasons. From big city mayors to rural county commissioner, there are Smart Growth supporters

everywhere and support is growing and becoming broader. The Smart Growth movement also has a clear

statement of principles, and here it is:

-Create range of housing opportunities and choices

-Create walk-able neighborhoods
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-Encourage community and stakeholder collaboration

-Foster distinctive, attractive places with a Sense of Place

-Make development decisions predictable, fair, and cost effective

-Mix land uses

-Preserve open space, farmland, natural beauty and critical environmental areas

-Provide variety of transportation choices -Strengthen and direct development toward existing communities

-Take advantage of compact built design.

But you know what? If a community did nothing but protect its historic neighborhoods it will have advanced

every Smart Growth principle. Historic preservation IS Smart Growth. A Smart Growth approach that does not
include historic preservation high on the agenda is missing a valuable strategy and is stupid growth, period.

Historic preservation is vital to sustainable development, but not just on the level of environmental responsibility.

Remember that the second component of the sustainable development equation was economic responsibility. So

let me give you examples in this area.

A frequently under-appreciated component of historic buildings is their role as natural incubators of small

businesses. It isn’t the Fortune 500 who are creating the net new jobs in America. 85% of all net new jobs are

created by firms employing less than 20 people. One of the few costs firms of that size can control is

occupancy costs/rents. In both downtowns but especially in neighborhood commercial districts a major

contribution to the local economy is the relative affordability of older buildings. It is no accident that the creative,
imaginative, small start up firm isn’t located in the corporate office "campus", the industrial park or the shopping

center - they simply cannot afford the rents there. Older and historic commercial buildings play that role, nearly

always with no subsidy or assistance.

While I’m often introduced as a preservationist, what I really am is an economic development consultant. At the top

of the list for economic development measurements are jobs created and increased local household income. The

rehabilitation of older and historic buildings is particularly potent in this regard. As a rule of thumb, new

construction will be half materials and half labor. Rehabilitation, on the other hand, will be sixty to seventy percent

labor with the balance being materials. This labor intensity affects a local economy on two levels. First, we buy an
HVAC system from Michigan and lumber from Oregon, but we buy the services of the plumber, the electrician, and

the carpenter from across the street. Further, once we buy and hang the sheet rock, the sheet rock doesn’t spend

any more money. But the plumber gets a hair cut on the way home, buys groceries, and joins the YMCA - each

recirculating that paycheck within the community.

Many people think about economic development in terms of manufacturing, so let’s look at that. Across America

for every million dollars of production, the average manufacturing firm creates 23.9 jobs. A million dollars spent in

new construction generates 30.6 jobs. But that same million dollars in the rehabilitation of an historic

building? 35.4 jobs.

Other areas where historic preservation adds to the economic responsibility of sustainable development include
heritage tourism. Wherever heritage tourism has been evaluated, a basic tendency is observed: heritage visitors
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stay longer, spend more per day and, therefore, have a significantly greater per trip economic impact.

Perhaps the area of preservation’s economic impact that’s been studied most frequently is the effect of local
historic districts on property values. It has been looked at by a number of people and institutions using a variety of

methodologies in historic districts all over the country. The most interesting thing is the consistency of the

findings. Far and away the most common result is that properties within local historic districts appreciate at

rates greater than the local market overall and faster than similar non-designated neighborhoods. Recent

analysis indicates that historic districts are also less vulnerable to the volatility that often affects real estate

during interest rate fluctuations and economic downturns.

Like it or not we live in an economically globalized world. To be economically sustainable it’s necessary to be

economically competitive. But to be competitive in a globalized world a community must position itself to compete
not just with other cities in the region but with other cities on the planet. And a large measure of that

competitiveness will be based on the quality of life the local community provides, and the built heritage is a major

component of the quality of life equation. This is a lesson that is being recognized worldwide.

A great study just released last month in Australia reached this series of conclusions: 1) a sustainable city will

have to have a sustainable economy; 2) in the 21st century, a competitive, sustainable economy will require a

concentration of knowledge workers; 3) knowledge workers choose where they want to work and live based

on the quality of the urban environment; and 4) heritage buildings are an important component of a high quality

urban environment.

From the Inter American Development Bank we get, "As the international experience has demonstrated, the

protection of cultural heritage is important, especially in the context of the globalization phenomena, as an

instrument to promote sustainable development strongly based on local traditions and community resources. If

the IADB gets it, why doesn’t the EPA?

Certainly among the most competitive cities in the world is Singapore. But here’s what Belinda Yuan of Singapore

National University says, "the influences of globalization have fostered the rise of heritage conservation as a

growing need to preserve the past, both for continued economic growth and for strengthening national

cultural identity."

What neither the supporters nor the critics of globalization understand is that there is not one globalization but two
- economic globalization and cultural globalization. For those few who recognize the difference, there is an

unchallenged assumption that the second is an unavoidable outgrowth of the first. Economic globalization has

widespread positive impacts; cultural globalization ultimately diminishes us all. It is through the adaptive reuse of

heritage buildings that a community can actively participate in the positive benefits of economic globalization while

simultaneously mitigating the negative impacts of cultural globalization.

Part III.

There are some ways that heritage conservation contributes to sustainable development through environmental

responsibility and through economic responsibility. But I saved the third area - cultural and social responsibility for

last, because in the long run it may well be the most important.

First, housing. In the United States today we are facing a crisis in housing. All kinds of solutions - most of them

very expensive - are being proposed. But the most obvious is barely on the radar screen - quit tearing down older

and historic housing. Houses built before 1950 disproportionately are home to people of modest resources - the
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vast majority without any subsidy or public intervention of any kind. So you take these two facts - there is an

affordable housing crisis and older housing is providing affordable housing and one would think, "Well, then, a

high priority must be saving that housing stock." Alas, not so.

In the last three decades of the 20th century, we lost from our national inventory of older and historic homes

6.3 million year-round housing units! Over 80 percent of those units were single-family residences. A few of those
burned down or were lost to natural disasters, but the vast majority of them were consciously torn down - 

thrown away as being valueless. And today millions of American families are paying the cost by paying for

housing they cannot afford. 

Certainly not every one of those houses could or should have been saved. But if even half were retained instead of

razed, the picture today would be much different for the millions of Americans inadequately or unaffordably

housed. For the last thirty years, every day, seven days a week, 52 weeks a year we have lost 577 older and

historic houses. For our most historic houses - those built before 1920 - in just the decade of the 1990s, 772,000

housing units were lost from our built national heritage. But when there are policies to conserve older housing
stock, we are meeting the social responsibility of sustainable development.

But at least as important as the affordability issue is the issue of economic integration. America is a very diverse

country - racially, ethnically, educationally, economically. But on the neighborhood level, our neighborhoods are not

diverse at all. The vast majority of neighborhoods are all white or all black, all rich or all poor. But the exception -

virtually everywhere I’ve looked in America - is in historic districts. There rich and poor, Asian and Hispanic, college

educated and high school drop out, live in immediate proximity, are neighbors in the truest sense of the work. That

is economic integration and sustainable cities are going to need it.

Earlier I mentioned the labor intensity of historic preservation and the jobs it creates as part of the economic

component of sustainable development but I want to mention it again in the social context. Those aren’t just
jobs. They are good, well-paying jobs, particularly for those without formal advanced education. That too

should be part of our social responsibility within sustainable development.

I told you that I work in the area of economic development. Economic development takes many forms - industrial

recruitment, job retraining, waterfront development, and others. But historic preservation and downtown

revitalization are the only forms of economic development that are simultaneously community development.

That too is part of our social responsibility.

So I want to return to the premise with which I started. Green buildings are part of, but in no way are a synonym

for sustainable development. That is not to say that we should not all be very pleased that preservationists are

beginning to try to enlighten the green building people. Preceding the National Trust conference in Pittsburgh last
fall was held a National Summit on the greening of historic properties. This was an excellent step forward and I

certainly don’t have any quarrel with any of their conclusions or recommendations. I am certainly not wedded to the

Secretary of the Interiors Standards for the Rehabilitation of Historic Buildings. And if the Secretary’s Standards

have to be adjusted to be more environmentally sensitive, so be it. But I am very concerned that in our rush to

make nice with the green building people we will forget this is about sustainable development, not about green

buildings. Here’s this great report. Green buildings mentioned 53 times; sustainable development mentioned

exactly zero times.

Of course, the big accomplishment of the U.S. Green Building Council is the development of the LEED certification
system. In the pilot stage is a checklist for evaluating neighborhood development. And it’s fine. 114 total possible
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points, including up to a gigantic 2 points if it’s an historic building. But if you look at the individual line items in the
checklist, at least 75% of the goals of those items are automatically met if you rehabilitate an historic building. If

we really need such a checklist, it ought to be 200 points and you start out with 75 points for being an historic

building.

I’m not sure we need platinum plaques on porches. But if we do, they should be for sustainable development, not

for green buildings. And, in fact, just such a checklist has been devised in Great Britain. Using the three elements

of sustainable development, this scoring system includes such elements as "functional adaptability", cultural

importance, cultural adaptability, lovability, local amenities, and embodied energy as well as energy consumption,

ecological attributes, etc. This certainly includes green building attributes, but within a broader sustainable
development context.

Environmentalists cheer when used tires are incorporated into asphalt shingles and recycled newspapers

become part of fiberboard. But when we reuse an historic building, we’re recycling the whole thing.

Finally, I’d ask you to take a moment and think of something significant to you personally. Anything. You may think

of your children, or your spouse, or your church, or god, or a favorite piece of art hanging in your living room, or your

childhood home, or a personal accomplishment of some type. Now take away your memory. Which of those

things are now significant to you? None of them. There can be no significance without memory. Now those same
things may still be significant to someone else. But without memory they are not significant to you. And if memory

is necessary for significance, it is also necessary for both meaning and value. Without memory nothing has
significance, nothing has meaning, nothing has value.

We acquire memories from a sound or a picture, or from a conversation, or from words in a book, or from the

stories our grandmother told us. But how is the memory of a city conveyed? Here’s what Italo Calvino writes, "The
city ... does not tell its past, but contains it like the lines of a hand, written in the corners of the streets, the gratings
of the windows, the banisters of the steps, the antennae of the lightening rods, the poles of the flags, every

segment marked in turn with scratches, indentations, scrolls." The city tells it own past, transfers its own memory,
largely through the fabric of the built environment. Historic buildings are the physical manifestation of memory and

it is memory that makes places significant.

What is the whole purpose of the concept of sustainable development? It is to keep that which is important,
which is valuable, which is significant. The very definition of sustainable development is the "...ability to meet

our own needs without prejudicing the ability of future generations to meet their own needs." We need to use
our cities, our cultural resources, and our memories in such a way that they are available for future generations to
use as well. Historic preservation makes cities viable, makes cities livable, makes cities equitable.

I particularly appreciate that the broadened concept of sustainable development is made up of responsibilities -

environmental responsibility, economic responsibility, and social responsibility.

Next year, of course, is an election year. And every side in every race will be supported by dozens of advocacy
movements. Most of them are "rights" movements, and I’m for all of those things - rights are good. But I would

suggest to you that any claim for rights that is not balanced with responsibilities removes the civility from
civilization, and gives us an entitlement mentality as a nation of mere consumers of public services rather than a

nation of citizens. A consumer has rights; a citizen has responsibilities that accompany those rights. Historic
preservation is a responsibility movement rather than rights movement. It is a movement that urges us
toward the responsibility of stewardship, not merely the right of ownership. Stewardship of our historic built
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environment, certainly; but stewardship of the meaning and memory of our communities manifested in those
buildings as well.

The social/cultural components of sustainable development can be addressed at the neighborhood level, in fact
that is the most effective scale for those issues to be addressed. That's why neighborhood level historic

preservation advocacy is so important. YOU are the sustainable development movement in your city. The EPA,
the Green Building Council and far too many environmental activists just haven't figured that out yet.

Sustainability means stewardship. There can be no sustainable development without a central role for

historic preservation. That’s what you all are doing today, and future generations will thank you for it tomorrow.
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