RECOMMENDATIONS FOR COMMENTING ON LEED 2012 from Forest Activists in the Environmental Community

Summary
The net effect of proposed changes in LEED 2012 – reaching across multiple rating systems – is a dramatic lowering of the bar for wood and forests relative to prior versions of LEED. If these changes were implemented, it would weaken demand for wood certified to the high environmental and social standards of the Forest Stewardship Council (FSC) and undermine LEED-driven transformation of the mainstream forest products industry toward sustainability. Please comment if you care about maintaining high standards for wood and forests in LEED.
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Process for Submitting Public Comments
· The deadline for submitting comments is next Wednesday, September 14.
· Comments can be submitted by anyone, not just USGBC members. If you are not a member and want to comment, click here and set up a site user account.

· If you do not have time to submit comments via the web-based form, please email comments to Brendan Owens, VP LEED Technical Development, USGBC: bowens@usgbc.org. Consider drawing from the General Comments on page 2.
· After logging on, you will see a list of the following rating systems:

1. LEED BD&C, ID&C, EBOM (Building Design & Construction, Interior Design & Construction and Existing Buildings Operations & Maintenance)
2. LEED for Homes

3. LEED for Neighborhood Development

The guidance that follows only applies to the first two options.

· If you have limited time, please submit general comments on LEED for Homes. Residential construction uses the most wood, and maintaining high standards for wood in homes is therefore of the highest priority.

· When you click on a rating system an expanded list will appear, at the bottom of which is a “Comment” button. Click on it to proceed.

· You will then see a list of topics – Integrated Process, Location and Transportation, etc., the last of which is “General.” Some general comments are offered on page 2.

· After you choose a topic and a sub-topic by clicking on “[Comment]” under the “Action” column, you will be able to type remarks into one box labeled “Comment” and another labeled “Recommendations, suggestions, or other ideas for improvement.” The guidance that follows is organized accordingly.

What’s at Stake – Why We’re Asking You to Comment
Numerous changes proposed for the LEED 2012 Rating Systems represent serious threats to forest health by weakening incentives to use FSC-certified forest products in LEED buildings. USGBC’s historic leadership in rewarding the use of FSC-certified products in LEED projects has had an enormous market transformation effect, helping drive the total area of FSC-certified forest land in North America to more than 135 million acres. With the proposed dilution and/or elimination of credit for use of FSC-certified products, demand will diminish and pressure on the mainstream forest industry to continue its transformation to more sustainable practices will evaporate. 

In the past, LEED and the USGBC were steered by dedicated environmentalists from across the building industry and beyond. This is why FSC has been a feature of LEED from the beginning. With the green building industry continuing in radical growth mode despite the depressed economy, new adopters of green building now look to LEED and USGBC as their primary sources of direction as to what is “green.” If FSC’s preeminence as the standard-bearer for sustainably-harvested wood in LEED fades, FSC’s entire existence will be in jeopardy.   
The potential adverse consequences of the proposed LEED 2012 changes are incalculable. Just a few of the prospective outcomes are enumerated below. 

LEED for Homes

· Credit for FSC-certified products has been gutted from the entire rating system, and replaced with credit for “bio-based” materials. This means that homes that are wood-framed (virtually all of them!) would receive a pat on the back without a stick of FSC-certified wood in them. 

· Furthermore, the credit for Environmentally Preferable Products (MR2.2) is being reduced from 8 points to 4, with only ½ point available for framing. 

· FSC must be retained AND all the materials that are currently awarded credit must be retained. Eliminating credit for FSC AND retaining 8 points, however, would be the worst scenario – this would give lots of credit for status-quo products. This is not environmental leadership and would expose the USGBC to concerted opposition by the environmental community. 
LEED BD&C, ID&C and EBOM 

· Significant credit is being proposed for use of LCA tools and for the “impact values” they purport to provide. LCA tools, while valuable sources of information, do not provide a comprehensive picture of environmental impacts. In fact, they completely fail to address site-specific environmental impacts associated with the extraction of forest products and other raw materials – this is a glaring deficiency! 

· Credit is offered for bio-based materials, whether sustainably produced or not. The only performance requirement is that they be legal. Bio-based as an attribute is not green, a priori, nor is merely complying with the law. This would result in an unwarranted and inappropriate reward for products of status-quo, environmentally destructive forestry practices. 

· Compounding this concern is the imbalance exhibited in the Materials & Resources section as a whole, where numerous points are available for bio-based materials and the use of LCA tools, yet only 1 point is offered for FSC-certified wood – and that must be “FSC Pure,” i.e., products whose contents are 100% FSC-certified.

· FSC Pure products represent a very small fraction of the FSC market, so this proposal will throttle demand for the vast majority of FSC-certified products, causing irreparable harm to the FSC market. This would undo tremendous gains to sustainable forestry achieved by LEED and the green building community over the past decade-plus. 

There are numerous other problems with the LEED 2012 draft that will harm the FSC community and the forest ecosystems it protects. These forests are the planet’s lungs, and a critical component to our efforts to reverse catastrophic climate change. 

In order for USGBC to retain its leadership stature, LEED must retain full credit for FSC. It must not weaken market support for FSC by recognizing merely legal, bio-based materials, or by excessively rewarding use of LCA tools. If anything, FSC’s strength in LEED must be increased, not diminished. Please be heard – voice your objections to the proposed changes. 
Suggested General Comments
The following comments pertain to BD&C, ID&C, EBOM, and Homes:
· Bio-based alone as a product attribute is not sufficient to represent leadership or progress toward sustainability; where standards for ecologically sound production practices for a bio-based resource exist, those standards need to be met in order to qualify for credit: FSC, organic, etc. This will encourage the development of comparable standards for other types of products. The membership last year upheld FSC’s standing in LEED; any attempt to remove FSC from LEED, or dilute it, will face concerted resistance from the environmental and green building community. 
· A third comment period is necessary. This draft exhibits numerous serious reductions in environmental rigor and outright threats to USGBC’s – and LEED’s – leadership stature. These defects are far too serious to be remedied without further stakeholder input, and an additional comment period is therefore critically needed.
The following comment pertains only to LEED for Homes:

· Do not reduce point opportunities for projects that show leadership in use of bona fide environmentally preferable materials. This would lower the bar and diminish the market transformation effect of LEED. 

The following comments pertain to BD&C, ID&C, and EBOM:

· Current LCA tools and disclosures such as Environmental Product Declarations do not yet comprehensively address environmental impacts, including harm to ecosystems, to say nothing of social issues. Further, they do not address site-specific impacts that may deviate dramatically from generalized impact values used in current LCA databases. They are therefore inadequate to be used as the sole or primary basis for determination of reduced-impact building materials and assemblies. We support the use of LCA tools as an aid to transparency and decision-making, but until more sophisticated LCA tools emerge, they must be supplemented by high-bar, performance-based standards.  It is therefore essential that points for the use of LCA tools not exceed points for FSC-certified products; they should not even come close given the nascency and incompleteness of LCA tools.

· “Support Local Economy” credits need to retain the current requirement for local extraction of raw materials, not simply local manufacturing and purchasing. Removal of the local extraction requirements represents a reduction in rigor of the standard because there may be enormous impacts due to remote sourcing of raw materials that are not accounted for in this credit as written. This is why the original “Local Manufacturing” credit in LEED was eliminated many years ago in favor of the more rigorous “Local Sourcing” credit. 

Suggested Comments – LEED for Homes

MR PREREQUISITE: CERTIFIED TROPICAL WOOD

Comment: 

There has been confusion about forest products that are not necessarily produced from “trees,” so this requires clarification. 
Recommendations:
Requirement should apply to forest products (wood, bamboo, cork, etc.). Also, state that a product is considered tropical if its raw materials are harvested from a location that lies between the tropics.  
MR CREDIT: ENVIRONMENTALLY PREFERABLE PRODUCTS

Comment: 

This credit as proposed is seriously flawed and will have many adverse consequences, including eliminating incentives to purchase FSC-certified forest products, and reducing incentives to use many environmentally preferable products across building assemblies. This does not represent either leadership or progressive improvement of the LEED standard; rather, it is regressive and rewards the status quo. 
Recommendations: 
Retain FSC requirement for all wood products (framing, siding, flooring, decking, cabinets, etc.). Virtually all homes are framed with wood. Bio-based is status quo and as such not creditworthy. 

Retain separate framing elements. Credit is now earned for different FSC framing elements (interior walls, exterior walls, roofs, floors). Combining all framing together in Options 1 & 2 will make credit much more difficult to earn – if the FSC requirement were to be removed (which we oppose), this would be a good thing, but it’s critical to keep FSC and keep 8 points.

Points and material options: Reducing the point opportunity from 8 to 4 removes the incentive for projects to incorporate EPPs in numerous applications throughout the home where EPPs are available. High-achieving projects frequently earn 6-8 points; we should not reduce the incentive for them to do this. Therefore:

· Retain 8 points; 
· Retain separate framing elements;

· Retain decking, window frames, doors, cabinets, counters, trim, etc. 
Wood by-products: First, unclear what this note (page 77) applies to. Regardless, though, recovering wood from bodies of water is problematic because it is disruptive to aquatic ecosystems. “Items from secondary manufacturers” also is unclear but suggests material that would be pre-consumer recycled-content if used in another product, and therefore doesn’t belong here.  Credit for wood from “felled, diseased, or dead trees from urban or suburban areas” and “orchard trees that are unproductive and cut for replacement” should be given only if there is a credible means of verifying claims regarding sourcing.

Suggested Comments – LEED BD&C and ID&C

MR CREDIT: ENVIRONMENTALLY PREFERABLE STRUCTURE AND ENCLOSURE

Comment: 

LCA tools at present are inadequate to be used as the primary basis for determination of reduced-impact building materials and assemblies.  Further, bio-based alone as a product attribute is not sufficient to represent leadership or progress toward sustainability. 
Recommendations: 

Option 1 (LCA + Building Reuse), Case 1 (New Construction) – This option should be eliminated. If it is retained, wood contributing to projects earning this credit MUST BE FSC-certified.
Option 2 (Structure & Enclosure Product Attributes) – The bio-based attribute alone is not sufficient. Forest products (wood, bamboo, cork, etc.) must be FSC-certified in order to qualify. 

The Support Local Economy attribute should require local extraction of raw materials.

Salvaged/reused products should be added.
MR CREDIT: NON-STRUCTURAL MATERIALS TRANSPARENCY
Comment: 

I support the use of LCA tools as an aid to transparency and decision-making, but until more sophisticated LCA tools emerge, they must be supplemented by high-bar, performance-based standards. Given the nascent and incomplete nature of LCA tools, 2 points is too much in comparison with rewards for use of materials certified to high-bar environmental performance standards.
Recommendations: 

This credit should also include structural materials; we need this information from manufacturers of those materials, too! In addition, limit the credit to 1 point. 

MR CREDIT: ENVIRONMENTALLY PREFERABLE NON-STRUCTURAL PRODUCTS AND MATERIALS – PRESCRIPTIVE ATTRIBUTES

Comment: 

Bio-based alone as a product attribute is not sufficient to represent leadership or progress toward sustainability.
Recommendations: 
The bio-based attribute alone is not sufficient. Forest products (wood, bamboo, cork, etc.) must be FSC-certified in order to qualify. 

The Support Local Economy attribute should require local extraction of raw materials.
MR CREDIT: RESPONSIBLE SOURCING OF RAW MATERIALS

Comment: 

We strongly support the attempt to encourage development of high environmental and social standards for the extraction of non-wood materials. However, the requirements for wood need to be modified.

Recommendations: 
Bio-based – 

· FSC-certified wood should be exempt from the disclosure requirement, as it’s largely redundant with FSC requirements.
· All FSC-certified products should qualify, not just FSC Pure. Different FSC products should count as follows:

· FSC Mix X%: dollar value times X% (fraction)

· FSC Mix Credit: 1x dollar value

· FSC Pure: 2x dollar value (analogous to the 2x value given for recycled-content products that also comply with “Extended Producer Responsibility” requirements in preceding credit – see pg. 116)
· Bamboo, cork, and other forest products should be required to be FSC-certified

Mined or Quarried – requirement should include “Publicly declared commitment to adopting (not just “advancing”) responsible mining.

Other Materials (i.e., plastics & minerals) – as written, this is very vague and potentially opens the door to weak standards that do not represent environmental leadership (such as SFI). Add the following caveat, or similar:

Such materials and the associated third-party certification or listing programs are subject to review and approval or rejection by USGBC on a case-by-case basis. USGBC will in each case form a member stakeholder group to evaluate the product/program in question. This may be a lengthy process and project teams wishing to earn credit for such materials and programs should submit their proposals at least 2 years in advance of certification of the applicable project(s).
Suggested Comments – LEED EBOM

MR CREDIT: Purchasing – Ongoing Consumption
Comment: 

Bio-based alone as a product attribute is not sufficient to represent leadership or progress toward sustainability. FSC certification largely addresses raw material sourcing disclosure requirements.
Recommendations: 

Under Option 1, eliminate bullet point reading “Purchases contain bio-based materials” or amend it to require that wood and paper products be FSC-certified. Exempt FSC-certified products from the Raw Material Sourcing Disclosure requirement, as it’s largely redundant with FSC requirements.
MR CREDIT: Facility Alterations and Additions
Comment: 

Bio-based alone as a product attribute is not sufficient to represent leadership or progress toward sustainability.
Recommendations: 

Under Option 1, amend bullet point reading “Purchases contain bio-based materials” to require that wood products be FSC-certified. Under option 2, amend final bullet point in similar manner.

MR CREDIT: Transparency – Ongoing Consumption
Comment: 

LCA tools at present are inadequate to be used as the primary basis for determination of reduced-impact building materials and assemblies. Given the nascent and incomplete nature of LCA and EPDs, 2 points is too much in comparison with rewards for choosing a material certified to a high-bar environmental performance standard.
Recommendations: 

Limit the credit to 1 point. 
� Recommendations developed by Natural Resources Defense Council and Sierra Club and vetted with numerous other environmental groups.
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